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Simondon, Delewze, and the
Construction of Tbanscend ental
Ernpiricism

Anne Sauvagnarguesl

Gilbert Simonclon's philosophy of individuation plays a central role rn

the construction of the sign that Deleuze initi¿rtes in D'ifference and

Regtet'ition ancl pursues thloughor,rt his rvork. Simondon's contribr:tion,
r,vhich enables Deleuze to build his transcendental empiricism, rnay be

systematised in terms of sìx iogicnl and physical propositions. The first
three plopositions concern the concepts of modulation, transductivr:

disparation, and the problematic, all three of which clescribe real oper-

¿rtions but are systematised by Simonclon as conceptual operators in his

metaphysics of individuation. Dcleuze integrates them as such into his

own analysis ancl fully appropriates them, but not without modifying
them sornewhat sometimes without cven mentioning Sirnondon, lvhose

presence in Difference and Repet'it'ion is stronger than Deleuze's few ref-

erences io him woulcl have us believe . The last three propositions, which
concern the individuation of the crystal, the sign as intensive diflerence,
and the constitutive membrane of the interiority of the living being, also

cl.escribe real individuation and serve to form¿rlise this intensive physics

th¿it Deleuze needs in order to clarify his philosophy of difference in thc
final chapters of D'ifference and Reyteti,t'ion. In this way, these trvo triads
of r:oncepts form the framelvork of an epistemology and a philosophy of
inclividuation that support Deleuze's Ìogic and physics of difference.

In the first pages of Difference and Repetition,. t,he clefinition given
to the sign is wholly Simondonian - the object that expresses the sign
'is necessarily on a clifferent level, i.r,s though there were two orders of
siz<¡ or clispara,te realities between which the sign flashes' and cannot
be elucidaterd without a careful analysis of Simondon.2

rTranslatecl by Christopher Cohoon.
2Gilles Deleuze, DilJetence anrl Repetiti,on, trars. Paul Patton (Nerv Yorhr Columbia Lniversity

Press. 1995), p. 22. hereafter .D,R.
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1. Modulation

First Proposition: The modulation of forces and m¿rterials replaces the

abstract opposition betweerr form and matter.
The first concept Deleuze takes from Simorrclon is that of modula-

tion, which transforms the standard representations of form and matter.
From Aristotle to Kant and Husserl, declares Sirnondon. lVestern meta-
physics was prisoner to an abstract ancl static representation of beiug
that rendered it incapable of erxplaining anything about the process of
individuation. Incleed, lve imagine the relation between forrn and m¿rt-

ter as though form, transcendeùt ancl separate, played the role of a
principle of individuation thai imposes itself from outside amorphous

matter in order to imprint arr individual form r,rpon it. This hylomor-
phic model is incapablc of explaining the constitution of ari individual:
by abstractly separating the principle of individuation from the indi-
vidual, we ma,kc it impossible to ¿tccount for the process and genesis of

real individuation.
Deleuze immediatcly recognises the speculative power of this posi-

tion. Very early on in 1966 he wrote a revier'v of Simonclon's 1964

rlissertation that allows us to take stock of his reading of Simondon.

By comparing this review lo Difference and Repeti,t'ion) we may clarify

the problematic knots Deleuze retains in hÌs analysis and the ûlanner

in which he integrates them into his own system - but not withor"rt

modifying them. At the very beginning of the review, he emphasises Si-

mondon's contribution to contemporary philosophy:'Gilbert Simondon

makes no small cìisplay of intelbctual power with a profoundly original

theory of individuation implying a whole philosophy'.3 We traditionaliy
associate individuation with a completed individual arid this makes us

think of the individual as 'posterior' to its process of individuation and

imagine the principle as'anteriot' that is, as exterior and transcendent

to the constituted individual. This is how the model of the individ-

ual takes over an êntire ontology: we think of a"ll bei,ng as a being (as

Leibniz said).
In reality, if the principle of individuation is supposed to explain

the gencsis of the individual in concrete terms rather than serve as a

simple concept of reflection, then the individual will have to be con-

3Gilles Deleuze,,On Gilbert Simondon', in Desert Islands and, Otlrcr Texts, 1953-197l,trans

\1. Taormina. (Cambridge, )lA: \IIT Prcss, 2003), pp 86-89 (p. 86), hereafter OGS'
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temporaneous with its individuation and the individuation will have

to be contemporaneous with its principle. The hylomorphic schema

that opposes form (principle of individr"ration) to matter (formed indi-
vidual) must therefore be corrected. Sirnonclon thits distinguishes two

opposing models of physical individuation. To the traditional model

in lvhich form serves as a mould for matter. he opposcs his own ver-

sion: modulation. The rnould fits the hylomorphic model because, ever

since Aristotie, we have imagtned that the abstract form c¡f the mould

in-forms a passive matter. As an alternative to the static opposition

between form arrd matter implemented in the performance of mould-

ing, Simondon proposes a nerv model, modr-rlzition. which accounts for

inclividuation as a becoming on the plane of forces and materials, as a

temporal and continuous moulding.

Simonclon names this dynamic model n¿odulat'ion: modtlation does

not abstractly separate form ancl matter but rather takes effect irL ther

tliick of lvhat the hylomorphic schema breaks up, on the plane of forces

and materials, since form is always material and material is always

formed. Therefore, we need to see things in terms of interaction ancl

individuation itself. Modulation brings into play the interaction of three
different energies each of lvhich acts on the plane of forces: the strong
energy of the amorphous substance in a metastable state (lvorked-up
clay, prepared by the artisan) ; the weak energy borne by tlie mor-rld,

r,vhich functions as continuous modelling energy and acts as information
that gr,rides the transformation of the clay; and, finally, tlie clecisive

third energy, a 'couplin¡ç energy' that is continually underestimatec,l in
analyses of technology even though it is what sets the clay and the
nould in opposition. This third energy is the most important: it is
the one that brings about the taking-form lpri,se de t'ormel between
the pre-individual substance ancl its modulating form, a taking-form
here achieved extrinsically by the work of the artisan. If we failed to
consider this coupling, it is because we applied a sociological model
of the division of labour within a technological context. and because in
theorising the hylomorphic relation r,ve confused ihe position of influence
of the master, who demands the accomplishmernt of a task, r,vith ther
concrete operation of the artisan, r,vho initiates the dynamic process of
material indivicluation by bringing together the clay and the rnould, the
form arrrl the marter.



o4 Pti (20 12)

As Deleuze greldually realised, what makes the Simondonian anal-
ysis of modulation so powerfr-rl is that it permits us to flnally get rid
of the ancient and contempola,ry vicissitudes of hylomorphism and to
pl'opose a material and intensive analysis of form in continuons varia-

tion. Matter and form no longer need to be abstractly opposed; form is

a becorning of material folces. an immanent and fluctuating standard.

Delenze integrates this nelv idea once and for all into his philosophy of

the sign and cites Simondon alongside Spinoza, Nietzsche, and Geoffroy

Saint-Hilaire r.vhenever he needs to explairr his philosophy of forces and

forms. The first proposition Deleuze borrows from Simonclon is indeed

bound up with this revolution of the hylomorphrc schema that trans-
forms the concepts of matter ancl form: takirrg-form requires forces and

materials, and form is a fìuctuating and intensive compound of assem-

blages of force relationships.

Vloreover, the ana,lysis of moduLatiorr, lvhich necessarily leads to a

rc-evaluation of ther techniqr,re and empiricai sciences vital to the con-

cept of minor science in ,4 Thousand Plateaus, accounts for the oper-

ative mode of the concept as pragmatic arrangement, something that
is as much practical as theoretical. Simondorr observes that theoreticaL

thought has shown itself incapable of theorising an act as apparently

elernentary as moulding, less because of any scientific impossibility of

courser the Ancients knew only stable eqr,rilibrium, and had no concep-

tion of metastabiliiy, the conquest of modern physics as because of

sociological prejudice, class blindness.

It is because philosophers have held on to a socialised representation

of work and implicitly applied it to technological analysis that they have

confused technical operation with an order, that is, with the master's

abstract command imposing itself on the slave who carries it out. The

hylomorphic schema is rooted first of all in the division of labour and it
shapes the ancient representation of undervalued labour only because

it perpetuates a sociology of ihe division of classes. Form, as it is

conceptualised, has to do with the expressible, with a transmission of

instructions that presupposes a social hierarchy. The weakness of the

hylomorphic schema is thus bound up with the sociological divisìon

betr,veen thought and m¿itter. It is because we have conceivecl technicai

operation from the viewpoint of the master, Simondon suggclsts, that

we have iclentifiecl the principle of irrdividuation with form rather than

A.NNE SAI]\AGNARGUES

matter ancl confusecl form with an expressible order instead of relgardirrg

it as a rnaterial operation of modul¿r,tion. Yett, Sirnondon, who remains

indifferent to Nlarx, does not develop this trenchant analysis into a

social critique. This Ìrelps to explain his obscurity within the French

intellectual scene of the 1960s ancl it is one of the factors that led Deleruze

to reproach him for his indifference a

The origin of the hylomorphic scheme is therefore clearly social and

rLot technological, for a real analysis of technological conditions com-

pletely transforms the notions of matter ¿r,ncl form by revealing technical

operer,tiorr to be a qr_restion of a taking-form that puts forces and materi-

als in opposibion. The analysis of modulation thus becomes increasingly

important in Delenze's r'vork: afTer having playecl a role in the constrnc-

tion of transcendental empiricism, it also bears on the problem¿ltic of

intensive form and haecceity that Deleuze develops in his acconnt of

Spinoza and Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire. The analysis of moclulation there-

fore consists in replacing the abstract confrontation of form and matter
with a new analysis of form as the intensive variation of forces and ma-

terials as information that presupposes the existence of a system in
a state of metastable equilibrium with the potential for individuation.
This is why modr-rlzr,tion presupposes an analysis of dispalalion.

2. Transductive Disparation

Second Proposition: All individuation is nletastabie, in a state of clis-

paration.
To explain the individuation of the brick, we need to show hor,v the

r'valls of the morild and the clay come into resonance ('rnodulate') ancl
how the modulation of the clay and the mould produce the indivicluation
of the brick.

In order to account for this individuation, we must explain how it
develops in its pre-individual envìronment. The concept of disparation
serves this purpose: 'What esserrtially defines a metastable systern is the
cxistence of a "disparation", the existence of at least two different dimen-

4'One could say thât in a civilization that divicles men iu trvo groups, those who give orders
and thosc rvho receive them, the principle of individuation, rvhich is based on the technological
example, is necessarily attributecl either to form or to matter but never to both together.' Gilbcrt
Sirnondon, L'ittdiuidu et, so genèse physico-biologitlue, I'ind.iuíthtation à la lumière des notions tl,e

lormee,td,'inforrruation (Paris: Pl-F, 1964),p. b6,hcreafter IGP.IL'inrtiuittuetsagenèseplrys,ico-
biolo(tique has yet to bc published in English translation; this ancl all subscquent translations from
lhis l'ork are rline. , T.'r.l
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slons, two disparate leveÌs of reality, between which there is not yet any
irrteractive communication.'5 This second proposition is very important
for Deleuze because it reinfbrces his idea that all indlviduation requires

as its condition a fundamental difference Deleuze calls 'transcendental
Difference', often capitalising 'difference' during the periocl of D'iJJerence

arrcl Repetition in older to indicate ihat it is a consribuLivc difference.

a condition of the new and not a comparative difference between two
distinct states.

The term 'disparation', which Simondon borrows from the psychophys-

iology of perception, refers to the production of depth in binocular vision

and describes the incompatibility of retirial images, the irreducible dis-

parity between the images that prociuces three-dimensional vision as a

creative solution. Each retina is overlaid with a two-dirnensional image,

but the two images do not coincide because of the paraliactic difference

(something one can observe by alternately closing and opening each

eye).6 Therefore, no two-dimensional image is available optically that
could resolve what Simondon calls the axiomatic of two-dimensionality

the incompatibility between two images. In Simondon's vocabulary,

the axiomatic designates the objective structuration of a problematic

field- here, the visual field that entails a'problematic', that is, an

objeciively metastable situation that, a,s a problem, requires resolution.

It is this problematic incompatibility that Simondon czr,lls disparation.

In order to resolve ihis objective metastability between the two re-

lations, the human brain integrates a new axionatic as a condition of

coherence: three-dimensionality. In this way, depth perception emerges

as a resolution to the problem: it creates a new dimension - the third
that the two retinal images do not themselves contain. This is the

process of disparation that Simondon extends from perception to the

level of a general logic of becoming.

Disparatiorr, which allows us to understand the construction of per-

ceptual operation, serves as a model for all indivicluation and provides

a model for the creation of the new. Deleuze appropriates it in this way

but, as we shall see, he also puts it forward as an alternative logic that
avoids the Hegelian conception of syrrthesis and the cìialectic role of con-

tradiction. Disparatiorr produces the third dimension in order to resoive

p. 87
p. 203, n. 15; .i?1?, p. 51,
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the disparity of the retinal images, although this now dimension does

not erase the conflict between the two retinas but, rather, integrates it
into a new system: depth. The retention of the retirral disparity explains

the jump into this new dimension, which neither generates a synthesis

nor subsumes a contracliction, br-rt rather produces an integration by

bringing the problem to a wholly other level wherc the dispariiy of the

two retinas takes on a new sense. 'Perceptual discovery is not ¿r reduc-

tive abstraction, but an integration, an amplifying operation',7 explains

Simondon: depth vision does not reduce the contr¿r,diction, does not

eliminate the clifference of parallax that is necessary for its production;

it does not consist, moreovel. in a dialectic svnthesis of contraries that
¿rbsorbs their dispariby into a higher unity. It brings into play a wholly

difierent operabion, an inventive construction that adds a new dimen-

sion to the isol¿l,ted retinal imagr:. The solution does not stem from a

resolution of thc initial contradiction, but rather from the creatiori of a
new dimension not contained in the initial problern. It is in this way

that disparation is revealed to be as much creative as problematic.

Disparation becomes the determining category of indivicluation. It
names the process of all real genesis, addresses the problem of the ac-

tualisation of the virtual, and accounts for r'vhat Simondon calls the
metastaJ ,le charactcr of being.

Simondon presents his doctrine as a 'postulate of ontological na-
ture'which relies upon a'new method and notion': being is act and
not a being, and therefore relation, the modaliiy of being in becom-
ing, replaces substance, the model of being already become. Simondon
calls this method and this nerv notion 'transduction'. the operation that
structures diflerentiation on all planes of the real physical, biological,
mental, social. For Simondon, this term refers to the dephasing ol strLrc-
turing differentiation through which individuation takes place in such a
way that each structured region serves as a constitutive principle for the
next region. Simondon beautifully describes this i<1ea, to which Deleuze
wholly subscribes:

The extreme terms reached by the transcluctive operation do not preexist this
operation; its dynamism stems from the primitive tension of the system of the
heterogcneous being that dephases itself and develops dimensions accor.cling
to which it structures itself; the dynamism does not come from a tension
between the terms that r.vill be reached and deposited at the extl'eme limits
of the transduction.s

In other words, the (individuated) terrns that the constituting relation
7 IGp. p. 206.
8Ibicl. p. 3r.

OGS,
IGP.

:,

.:.
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deposits at the extreme terms of its operation do not preexist the ciis-
paration; once created, they reset the whole system and spark a new
transductive individuation.

For Simonclon, transcluction is therefore primary ancl must be un-
derstood as a r¡/ay of being rather than as a link between two terms,
and since substance here ceases to be the model of being, it becomes
possible to understand relation as'the non-identity of being to itself'.e
Transduction therefore allows us to conceive relation as exterior and
anterior to its terms the very result Deleuze achieved in his empiricist
account.

3. Problematic and Dialectic

Third Proposition: The problematic provides a new theory of opposi-
tion, one that replaces the abstract conception of dialectir: and contr¿r,-

diction.
Thus, the individuation of a brick takes place between two orders

of magnitude in a state of disparation: the individu¿.r,tion establishes

communication between these orders of magnitude, these disparate re-

alities (the walls of the mould, the clay), by actualising the system's
potential energy, by integrating its singularities, or even by resolving

the problematic posed by these disparates. Deleuze herartily welcomes

the concept of the problematic in his review of Simondon and appro-
priates the concept by masculinising it (following Lautman): Simondon

raises the problematic to the status of a category and endows it with
an objective sense.

Deleuze defìniiively incorporates this analysis into his own system,
as we see in the 'Ninth Series of the Problematic' in The Logi,c of Sense
and in Chapter IV of D'ifference artd Repet'ition. And yet, in these pages,
Deleuze credits Kant for the notion of the problematic, for the author
of The Cri,ti,que of Pure Reason marks an lmportant milestone in its
conceptual development: 'Kant never ceased to remind us that Ideas
are essentially "problematic". Conversely, problems are Ideas.'10 Never-
theless, the concept is clearly a Simondonian achievement, as Deleuze's
earlier text on Simondon unambiguously demonstrates:

The category of the 'ploblematic' accluires in Simondon's thought tremendous

importance insofar as the category is endolved tvith an objective sense: it
no longer cÌesignates a provisional state of our knolvledge, an uncletermined

elbid. pp. 30-31
ror-¿?, p. 168.

subjective concept, but a moment of being, the first pre-individual mornent.ll

Moreovet, only the Simondonian deflnition of the problematic as objec-

tive structure, whose resolution involves disparative creation, permits

us to appreciate Kant's advance and to understand the dialectic Idea as

a problem in the sense Deleuze intends: not as a false problem nor ¿ìs

a problem thai could be eliminated by its solution, but rather as 'the
in<lispensible condition' without which 'no solution would ever cxist'.12

There is no question of resolving or eliminating the problem. With
Simondon, who elevates the problematic to tire level of an objectivc

structuré of knowledge that is irreducible to any lirnitation of our faculty

of knowing, Deleuze moves from the Kantian impossibility of knowing,

which reflects the constitutional finitude of our reason, to the power-

lessness fim,ponuoirl of thought, which guarantees its empirical actrrali-

sation, its passÌvity, and therefore also its creativity, which is provoked

by real encounter. Not only does this powerlessness imply finitude and

encounteL but, lve now see, it also entails a structural generativity: as

a positive factor, it grounds creation in its genetic dimension.

Thus, the concept of the problematic is proposed as a prodr-rctive

method for escaping what Deleuze deerns inadmissible in Hegelian di-
alectic: the central role of the negative, the primacy of contradiction,
and the resolution of difference by zr, dialectic that neutralises and ab-

sorbs it in identity witliin the concept. 'The idea of "disparation" is

more profound than the idea of opposition', says Deleuze, wliile empha-

sising its strategic role. In Simondon, he continnes, 'the problematic
replaces thc negative'.13 For Simondon, physical and physÌological dis-
paration supersede the strictly logical model of conceptual opposition
while the problematic 'in re replaces the negative. As we have seen, Si-
mondon himself is careful to distinguish disparation from the clìalectic
procedure: it cannot be ¿l,ssimilated to a relation of contradiction arid
cannot lead to a higher-order resolution for at least two reasons.

First, the role of synthesis is transformed: synthesis cannot get rid
of the contradiction by sr"rperseding it. And yet, the dialectic move>

ment, which purports to overcome the contr¿r,diction. logically encloses

the forergoing terms by organising them hierarchically and ontologically;

11OGS. p. 88.
r2rA. p. 168.
13ocs. p. 87.

¡\NNtr SAU\¡AGNI\RGUES 9
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produced as a resolution to the contradiction, synthesis is necessarily

both homogeneous with and superior to its terms. Nothing of the sort

occurs in disparation, which maintains a strict ctluivalence between res-

olutiori and conflict and wÌrich, in particular, cloes not sllpersede the
conflict between the disparates it provisÌonally sets in relation. Strictly
speaking, there is no synthesis in transduction: 'synthesis is not carried

out, never completed' because the relation 'maintains the characteristic

asymmetry of the terms'.14 In other words, there is no production of a

higher synthesis because tlie iniiial asymmetry is not absorbed. There

is no question of resolving the contradiction. Where Hegel imagines in-

ternal contradiction and difference in the concept, Simondon pl'oposes a

real disparity, a heterogeneity between the terms that only the problem-

atic relation pr-rts in tension, and that cannot be put in tension without
their ireterogeneity being maintained.

Seconcl, where Hegel assumes identity, Simondon insists r-lpon differ-

ence. Where dialectic produces the identity of contraries in a unifying

synthesis, transductive disparation makes heterogeneity the corrstitu-

tive condition for the invention of a new solution. Disparation is made

possible by thÌs ineradicablc difference. Asymmetry problematic dif-

ference produces individuation not as a synthesis but as a response

to a metastable situation. The operation of synthesis is not carried out

by reducing the contradiction; on the contrerry, it ls precisely because

the asymmetry is maintained that it provokes, as a cre¿rtive solutìon,

the invention of a dimension that does not absorb it but rather gives

it a new sense: this is how depth vision integrates the tr,vo-dimensional

probiematic into an entirely ner,v configuration.
In the conclusion of D'i.ft'erence and Repetition, Delevze draws to-

gether all the inrportant põints of the analysis: Simondon shows that
i"ndividuation first supposes a metastable state, that is, the existence
of a disparation, such- ãs two heteroge!eous sides whose potentials are
divided-between'them. This pre-individual state is endowed with singu-
Larities, with distinctive points defined by the existence and distribution
of potentials.

ANNE SAU\AGNARGUES 11

An 'objective' ploblematic field thus a.ppears, determined by the clistance be-

tl,een tu,o heterogeneous orders. Individuation emerges like the act of solving

such a problem, or -. l'hat amottnts to the sarne thing lihe the actualisation

of a polential and establishing of communication betu'een clisparities ls

4. The Crystal and Internal Resonance

Fourth Proposition: Individuation emerges as the resoltLtion of a poten-

tial difference between a pre-individual environment anci a singularity.
In order to clarify how intensity is procluced and complete the con-

struction of transcendental empiricism, it is necessary to add a physical

description to this logical analysis and examine individuation 'in re, th<>

material indrvicluation of the crystal, anci the individuation of the vital
membrane. This leads us to the fourth proposition: individu¿ltion as

crystallisation, the takirrg-form of the inrlividu¿r,l in its pre-indivicluai

environnrent, accounts for the signi.r,l, the sign. ¿r,nd the initiation of in-

divicluation by a triggering singularity tlrat puts the system in a state

of resonance.
Crystallisation. the paradigmatic Simondonian exanple, is a central

concept throughout Deleuze's work, from the defrnition of the event as

a crystal to the time-crystal of The T'ime-Im'a'ge. The crystal provides

the simplest image of disparation: from a very smal1 seed. it gror'vs and

expands in all directions in its pre-individual environment, with each

aiready forrned layer serving as the organising basis for the next molec-

r,rlar layer being corrstituted by increasing reticulation.16 Disparation
occurs between the mother liqlid (eau-mère),Ihe pre-individual envi-
ronment in a metastable state, and the introducec.l seecl. which causes

the crystal to 'take' abruptly and initiates its individuation. This incii-
viduation in progress requires a pre-individual environment, the mother
liquicl, which is an oversaturated solution in met¿istable equilibrium that
is rich in potential and which the second 'actor' in the crystallisation,
the seed, causes to 'take' abruptly. Individuation begins with this first
heterogeneous couple: the pre-individual environment and the trigger-
ing singularity, which are in a metastable, 'problematic' state. The seed

crystal represents this eruption of singularity, r,vhich puts the metastable
environment in a state of 'disparation' (the problematic tension is ac-
tualised). Thus, the individual-crystal emerges as a result, as an indi-
vidua,tion that creatively resolves the tension between real disparates -.
the mother liquid and the seed. Individuation initiates the becoming of
a process that is produced by clispelration ancl clisplays transduction in
action, in its singularity.

Irr order for the individuation of the crystal to become concrete, there
14 IGP

DR,
109.

246.
p

p.
tcIGP. p. 31



72 Pti (2012)

needs to be an encounter between a rnetastable environment and the

emerging singularity. This aleatory encounter, this toss of the dice, this

chance that triggers its own singularity - which Simondon calls prob-

lematic disparation is appropriated by Deleuze as a way to theorise

this mixture of the aleatory and dependency in which he locates his

own conception of necessity. If the encounter is to occur, it is necessary

that the singularity emerge as information for the system by rneans of

a chance that generates its own necessity. In order for this to happen,

three conditions are required.

First of all, there is the eruption of singularity, r'vhich is the first

aleatory condition but aiso a necessary one. Some sort of seed an

impurity or a seed crystal introduced intentionally in the case of ar-

tificial crystallisations mnst be present in orcler to play the role of

the triggering singularity, the bearer of information. Yet, in order for

disparatiorr to work, it is necessary as the second conclition - that the

singularity emerge ín a pre-individual environment whose metastability

may resonate disparatively with the introduced singularity - here, the

seed. Not ail environments are appropriate. Deleuze often takes the

example of stereoscopic vision in order to explain this: the problema'tic

'taking' occurs within a certain range beyorrd which it does not ta,ke

effect. It is necessary that the triggering singularity act as infbrmation

in the system. It is thus essential as the third condition that there

be a compatibility between the environment and the seed and that this

compatibiliiy be based not on identity but difference. This is what is

important: the problematic difference is what joirrs the pre-individual

environment and the triggering singularity together as a couple, ancl

neither the environment nor the emerging indiviclual preexist this prob-

lematic state of tension. The individual-crystal thus emerges as the

resolution of a difference of potential, but it ernerges as diflerence and

not as a mitigating system.

This discordant ,taking' necessa,rily leads to a problematic encountcr

between the pre-individual environment and the singularity. This is

lvhat Simondon defines as disparation. In order for it to occul, a sup-

plementary condition is required, something Sirnondon calls the internal

resonance between the environrnent and sirrgularity, that is to say, the

objective problematic that allows the singularity to emerge as informa-

tion in the systern. The solution the pre-individu¿rl environment in a
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metastable state cannot 'take', cannot initiate crystallisation, with-
out this condition: the introduction of the seed must 'resonate' with
the solution in order to produce the disparation to which indivicluation

responcÌs as a resolution to the problem.

The indiviclual must therefore be thought of as an operation, for it
initiates the clisparation of the pre-individual environment and the zr,p-

pearance of an individuation, which progressively resolves the system's

disparation. The seed crystal resoh'es the disparative problematic of

the metastable solution and carries out the crystallisation by iteration.

Racliatin,g out from its stalting point, the crystal structure grorvs lit-
tle by little. It is in this way that an individual crystal forms as a
physico-chemical structure whose growth we may observc.

Transduction thus involves creation and differerrtiation; strltctura-

tion by heterogeneous disparation leads to a complete reconfiguration

of the field, which may then serve as the poirrt of departr-rre for a new

differentiating restructuration. As for disparation. it refers to the type
of transductive strncturation that works by puttirrg in tension two clis-

pareite realities, here, the mother liquicl and the seed, the pre-individr-ral

environment and the singularity that provides the transformation, It
therefore consists in a problematic tension that is resolved by the ap-
pe¿ir¿ìnce of a new climerrsiorr. the formation of an individr-rzi1-crystai.

Individuation thus appears at the same time as 'the solution to a con-
flict, the cliscovery of an incompatibility, the invention of a form'.17

Form is thus not a structure but a genuine formation, which involves
the constitution of an environment associated with the individuation
in progress. The concept of the inclividual changes completely: neither
unitary nor iclentical, it becomes relative, phased, and it always im-
plies both a process of individuation and a related environment. The
individual is thus never relative to a s'ingle orc)er of reality but, al-
rvays transductive, it involves disparation between diflerent dimensions
and occurs as a resolution to a problematic, to a tension between dis-
parates. It appears as a response, and turns out to be as much genetic
as dynamic. In reality, there is no nnitary individual, but only mLrltiple
proccsses of inclividuation; furthermore, the individual involves no unity
or identity, for it requires the heterogeneity of the heterogeneous phases

rTSimondorr. L'intlit;itluation psychiqtte et colle.ctiue: ò la hnnière tles notions rJe forme, int'or-
rnation, potentiel et nétastal¡ilité (Paris: Aubier. 1989), p. 77. [Translation mine T..].
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from lvhich it appears by means of differenti¿l,tion. It necessarily follows

that therre must be a perpetual interdepenclence between the indiviclual
ancl the environment in which it is constituted, ancl for Deleuze this
interdependence is of the highest importance throughout his work.

5. The Sign that Flashes and the Asymmetrical Genesis of
the Sensible

Fifth Proposition: The problema,tic coupling l¡etween disparate reali-

ties, which resonance puts in communication, produces a sign.

Thus, the encounter betweerl a pre-irrdividu¿ì'l environment and a

triggering event is not the only cause of individuation, for irr<lividuation

requires that the singularity be able to emerge ¿ls information for the
system, that is, as the initiator of individuation. In order for the crys-

tallisation to 'take', it is necessary to establish conLmunication between

these realities of differenb ordets, the seed and the environment, so that
the seed rnay appear as a triggering singularity.l8

For Simondon, internal reson¿lnce thus refers to this linkage of dis-

parates that is established when the disparates are actualised in a prob-

lernatic mode. Not all differences resonate. Resonance is therefole

always internal since it occurs when a disparation is actualised in a

problematic system, when a singular point initiates its crysballisatiorr

and'takes', for example. Deleuze's nane for this disparativel taking or

problematic coupling between the different re¿riities that resonance prrts

in communication is di,spars - something of a dark precursolr in Dif-

ference and Re¡.rctr,tion. By relating this idea in a most inventive way

to his structural reading of the resonation between the signifying and

signified series, he establishes a brilliant connection between Simondo-

nian energetics and the structural logic of thinkers such as Saussure,

Lévi-Strauss, and Lacan.

Internal resonance is defined, then, as the state of tension in a system

that enables indivicluation. It is 'information' in the special sense that

Simondon gives to this term: not a defined magnitude, quantifiable and

stable, but a relationship and even a moment of individuation 'There

is information orrly lvhen a system is formed between lvhat emits signals

anrl what receives them. Information occurs betueer¿ the two halves of
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a system irr clisparative relation'.1e It is therefore never given, never

prior, but, as Simonclon explains very we1l, it is 'the signification that
will emerge' - grammatically emphasising its creativr: character by using

the future tense 'when an operation of individuation will discover

the dimension according to r'vhich tlvo disparate realities can become

a system'.20 This is exemplified in binocular vision, where dispeiration

occurs between the two retinal images so long as the tension betr,veen

them is maintained, so long as there is the gap that is necessary for

depth to emerge and intervene as the signification of the duality of the

irnages.
Iñ this sense, information is signal. It is by ûÌeans of this term that

Deleuze incorporates information irfto Dr'fference and Repeti'tr'on, as we
r,vill easily see as we turn to the definitions of the sign and the signzil
he offels in this wolk. definitions that employ Simondon's analyses in a
striking m¿Ìnner. Whiie suggesting that the logical relation of car-rsality
must bé understclod in termÁ of a physical process of signalling, Deleuze
o{Iers this clarifi c¿ltion:

By 'signal' 1.ve mean a system with olders of clispalate size, endowed l'ith
elements of dissymmetry; by 'sign' \\¡e ûlean I'hat happens l'ithin such a

system, lvhat flashes acl'oss thc intelt'als n'hen a cornrmrnication tahcs place

l¡etu,r:en clisparates.2l

For Deleuze, a signal is a system in disparation in which internal res-

onance has been est¿lblished. such as the two retinas in ¿i state of dis-
paration, or the seed causing the mother liquid to resonate. Indeed,

according to Simondon, there is information when a system is forrned

betlveen what emits signals and what receives them. It is this coupling
that Deleuze calls'signal'. He reserves the term'sign'for'what happens

within such a system, what flashes across the intervals'.
Flashing forth as the resolution to a problom. the sign does not imi-

tatively represent a preexisting reality but rather disparatively resolves

a conflict in a creative way. Here, and definitively for Deleuze, dispara-
tive becoming is substituted for mimetic resemblance. The vocabulary
of the sign replaces the theory of irrformation; whenever Deleuze em-
ploys the term 'communication', it is always in the Sirnondonian sense

of irrternal resonance. Thus, Deleuze's intensive semiotic is built on
an interpretation of the signal as disparzrtion. a metastable equilibrium
that triggers the individuation of the phenomenon as a sign that flashes.

relbid. p. 22r,n.30.
zolbid. p. 31.
2tDR,p.20.18IGP, p. 29
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What, then, is the sign? Wg a1e riow in a positiorr to ¿r,ddress the
ilrlensive rhcory t-,f the sìgn and rhe asynlmellic gcnesis of bhe.scnsi-
ble thai Deleuäe develops- in Dif.f erence and Repeti'tion, a lexl full of
Simondonian resonances. The siþn results fiom a difference of poten-
tial: its mode of emission is not that of signifying expression but that
of clectromagnetic intensity. Thus, in place o{ tþer phencr.menological
appearance, Ðelerrze proposes the disparative fl,ashin'¡¡ of thr: sign, the
irit'ensive flásh of lightniñg, which requires a verb-al logic better. able
to account for becoñring tlan substarrtives and adjectives. In order to
express this tension, whãt is requiled is a verb in the infinitive, not the
stability of a noun.

Once communication bets,een heterogeûeoüs series is established, all sorts of

consequelìces follolv lvithin the system. Something 'passes' betrveen borders,

events explocle, phenomena flash, like thuncler and lightning.22

A sign flaslies as a singularity. Asymmetry is its primary traii. This is

true for all effect production in general: a phenomenon is a sign that

flashes in the system as a resolution of a clifference of potential. It is

this asymmetry that Deleuze calls 'the Unequal in itself, di'spørat'ion as

it is deterrnined and compÌ.ised irr difference of intensity, in intensity as

difference'.23 The philosophy of Difference ancl intensity thus replaces

phenomenology: ,intensity is the form of differenc<¡ insofar as this is the

reason of the sensible'.24 This is the morlel of ìntensive differentiation.

Intensity incorporates the characteristics of simonclonian dispara-

tion: individuation inclndes as a creative benefit the emergence of a

solution that enables a ner,v conflguration of the fielcl. Intensive individ-

uation is produced by disparation between two orders of size, at least,

or two levels of heterogeneous realities between which a problernatic

fieicl is formed according to the difference between them. Therefore, as

\,ve saw, Deieuze employs this perfectly simondonian formuiation: 'in-

dividuation emerges like the act of solving such a problern, or what

amounts to the same thing - like the actuaiisation of a potential ancl

establishing of communication between disparates'. The establishing

of communication between disparates defines the 'sides' betrveen which

the sign flashes.

Wiih the coproduction of the individual and its environment of in-

,9ense, trans, \Iark Lester (\erv York: Columbia
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clividuation, and with relation defined as exterior and anterior to its
terms, Deleuze offers a rvholly new theory of the relationship between

the procluction of the new and its environing space' Individuation no

longer points to ihe falling-back of an élan ui'tn,l' bú' is rather a matter

of the act of individuation that coprochlces the individual and its envi-

ronment at the same time. In place of Bergson's entropic model. then,

Deleuze offers a model that is both ecological the individual is ahvays

connected to its environment - and disjunctive the individual and its

environment a,re aÌways different.

6. The Mernbrane and Life in the Folds

Sixth Proposition: As topological ancl chronogenetic clifference, vital in-

dlvidlation procluces the diffetrence between exteriority ä,nc1 interiority,
between futr-tre and Past.

If Simonclon's analysis of thc crystal, incìividr-ration, and clisparation

are extraordinary, then hÌs analysis of life is even mole remarkable. en-

thuses Deleuze. As he points out in 'On Gilbert Simoncìon', physical

and vital individuation 'teceive a profound exposition' in Simondon: the
economy of resonance differs in each ca'se, for the crystal receives indi-
viduation only once and gror,vs only at its edges, while the living being

receives sevel'al different contributiorls of information. But it Ìs espe-

cially on the plane of interior space that the living beirig and the physical

individual differ; on this point, Simondon writes an admirable chapter,

'Topology ancl Ontogenesis'.25 Indeed, in this chapter Simondon de-

fìnes the living being in terms of only two spatiotemporal conditions, a

spatial or topological determination, the folding, and its chronogenetic
consequence, the establishment of temporality. The membrane is de-
fined in terms of tr,vo properties, a selective porosity, which lets certain
(br-rt not all) elemerrts pass through, and a polar porosity. It selectively
enacts its porosity in centripetal and centrifugal directions by letting
certain substances pass in one direction or the other and by organising
space in reference to itself, according to the characteristic asymmetry
of the living being. In so doirig, it promotes the emergence of a totally
new property: by determining a direction of circulation, the membrane
literally constitutes creates interiority.

The mernbrane defines the living being. Accorcling to Simondon's

22Ibid. p. 118; Gilles 'l)eletze, The Logic of
IJniversity Press, 1990)

A. I'lnusand Plateaus,
p. 347.

23 DR, p. 223.
24Ibid.

. pp. 772 and 162, hereafter -L,9. See also Giiles Deletze and Felix Guattari,

.;;:

,i::

tra¡rs. Briart \lassumi (l,linneapolis: lJniversity of \'linnesota Press, 1987),

25oG,9, p. 88.
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fbrmulation, which Deleuze approvingly cites tn The Loqic of Sense,'Ihe
living being lives at the limit of itself, on its limit': it is at the place of
the limit, of the exteriority of the skin, that the characteristic polarity
of life is produced as an aspect of the dynamic topology that supports
its own metastability.26 The vital potential energy of the skin is thus
literally superficial. It is in this non-metaphorical mode that Valéry's
celebrated remark'-'the skin is what is cleepest' has its validity, not
because of any simple inversion of surface ancl clepth, but because depth
is literally produced, exuded by the skin.

There follows a second, equally polverful consequerrce. In separating
irrteriority and exteriority, the polarised membrane differentiates the
flow of temporality and creates the interiority of lived time. If the
pcllarisation of the membrane characterises ther living being, then it
is not only topological but also chronogenetic: it produces time. By
distinguishing interiority and exteriority, the polarised fi]rn prodr.rces

the two folds of the temporality of the living being; that is, it produces

the difference between past and future. The present emerges outsicle the
membrane and, lvhether favourable or detrimental, it triggers action and
arises in the mode of upcoming future. What happens outside can be

assimilated or not, and may or may not be cletrimerrtal to the living
individual: exteriority creates the channels of assimilation or rejection,
and sparks the encountcr with an upcoming future. The future depends

upon action and is divided betlveen the favourable and the unfavourable,
the useful and the detrimental. What remains ci.lught in interiority, on

the other hand, is the olgarric memory of the living being, its vital
identity, its pattern of repetition, the past. It is in this connection
that Deleuze often cites Simondon's striking formulation: 'at the level

of the polarised membrane, internal past and external futnre face one

anobher'.27

Conclusion

'The new concepts establishecL by Simondorl seeln to me extremely irn-
portant; their wealth and originality are striking, when they're not out-
right inspiring.'28 The Simondonian defrnition of individuation ailows
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Deleuze to clarify his philosophy of Diffelrence by defining the sign as

disparation. Not only is Simondon crucial to the metaphysics of Diffcr-

ence and to intensive semiotics, the energetics of individuation Deleuze

rlevekrps in D'ifferenr:e and Repet,itr,on, but he also sholvs Deleluze how

the hypothesis of consciousness may be avoided by replercing the sub-

jetctive transcendental r,vith emissions of singr"rlarities that, structurally,

are perfectly differential, and that allow him to proclr-rce an impelsonâ,1

ol. pre-peïsonal transcendental field. These singularities are p|oducerl

as conclitions, as the 'transcendental re¿r,son' of individuation and hu-

man subiectivation, and they account for the genesis of individuals a,rrrì

hlrmans. They are distribuied according to it potential we recognise

as Simor-rdonian metastable disparation, a potential that 'admits nci-

ther self nor i, but which produces them by actualising or realising

itself,.2e With this analysis, Deieuze thus maintains his transcendental

corrstitution of psychic figures, for corporeal individuations, LlnconsciotLs

subjectivations and linguistic subjecbivations do not resemble their pre-

individual environrnent of individuation

We can simultaneoltsly examine r'vhat Deleuze's ana'lysis takes from

SimoncloLr ancl the way in which Deleuze inventively revives it. The

theory of individu¿r,tion allows him to clefine singularities as events tha,t

corresponcl to herterogeneotrs series 'organised into a systern which is
ncither sbabler nor unstabÌc, but rather "metastable", endowerì with a po-

tential energy r,vherein the difierences between series are distributed'.30

In other words, by distinguishing the metastable environment of po-

tential energy frorn individuating actualisation, DeLeuze m¿rintains his

transcenclental constitution, but he uses Simondonian disparation for
an entirely new pì-lrpose that Simondon himself did not pursue: the
constitution of a transcendental empiricism.

In order to ground this transcendental yet empirical genesis of indi-
viduals and subjects, Deleuze distinguishes the plane of the 'pure' event,

the rvell-defirred but virtual problematic transcendental fielcl, from its
individualising or subjective application. The transcendental c'loes not
take the form of a subject or an irrdividual any more than the actual
resembles the virtual. Deleuze reinterprets and reframes Simondon by
employing a distirrctiorr lacking in the Simondonian analysis: poten-

?e¿.9. p. l04.
3olbid. p. t.03

26IGP,
27 IGP,
28 OGS,

p. 225. ÀÌso see ¿S, p. 119.

p. 226. Also see I5, p. 104.

p. 89.
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tial energy corresponds to transcendental difference - to the virtual
whereas individuation actualises the virtual plane in a given empiricai

form. The benefit of this analysis is ihai it situates the anthropological
plane of inclividual subjects, Man-form, among diflerentiations and in-

dividuations, and no longer needs to be presupposed as a transcendent

form that preexists actualisatiorr.

This analysis also shows what separates Deleuze from Simondon:

Deleuze believes that one cannot generate difference by transforming

itìentity or by making it more flexible, but that it is necessary to get

rid of the concept of being, which Simondon preserves throughout his

analysis. For Simondon, transdrlction must be understood as a way of

being, even if he <.lefines it as 'the non-iclentity of being to itself '. Instea'cl

of giving priority to heterogeneity, Simondon views transduction within

the economy of unification. This primacy of relation over its terms a'ncl

this conception of relation as 'non-identity' sirnultaneously represent

an agreement and a point of divergence betr'veen the two thinkers, for

Deleuze requires that Difference be thought affirmatively, whereas Si-

mondon continues to speak of difference in terms of non-identity, which,

accorcling to Deleuze, is ¿rn unacceptabie iapse into a iogic of identity

for which there is no jr-rstification so long as we vier,v relation as prior to

its terms.

Thus, according to Deleuze, sr.Lbstantive multiplicity is incompatible

with phasecl being, which Simondon deflnes as 'more than being ancl

more than unity' but which nevertheless retains an essential dimension

of unity. simondonian metastable being might well imply a transition

away from phases of equilibrium, but it unifies them in its dephasings.

In obtaining the multiple by complication, simondon continues to op-

erate under the economy of the one and implicitly allows himself to rely

upon a median centre, as the expression 'more than being and more

than unity' clearly sholvs. Herein lies the difference t¡etween the two

thinkers.

Transduction nevertheless represents an important logical moment

in the elaboration of Deleuzian difference. It also involves a ne\M op-

eration of thought, a philosophy of Difference, to which, according to

Deleuze, the term ontology, which simondon continues to empioy, woulcl

no longer be zr,pplicable. When beconring asserts its divergen<:e, thore

is no need to prescrve a, unifieci view of metaphysics in the form of a,n

ontology. of a cliscourse on the Beirrg-One.31 lVhile Simondon proposr:s

an ontoge'esis, Deleuze. adopting Guattari's fine expression, speaks of

heterogenesis

3t IGP. pp. 22-30. Also see Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guattari, What Is Philosophu?, trans. Hugh
Tornlinson ancl Graharn Burchell (\erv York: Columbi¿r l,niversity Press, 1994). p. 118.
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Deleuze and Simondon: Cornrnunity
and TþansindividualitY

(Concerning 'Bartleby; or, The Formula')

Arnaud Bouanichel

The famous study that Deleuzi: devotcd in 1989 T,<> Bartleby, the novella

by Herrnan Melville, is reprised in 1993 in the collection Essay,s Crttical
and Cl'in'ical, in which the articles are all dedicatecl by Deleuze to 'the
problem of writing'.2 'Bartleby; or, The Formula'- the title of this
study, which was originally a 'postface' is no exception: the famous

declaration by Proust inhis Contre Sai,nte-Beu,ue, which opens Essays

Cri,tt,cal and Cl'inical, accorcling to which 'great books are written in a

kind of foreign language',3 was rilready in the epigraph of the postface to
Bartleby. But that r,vhich appears in 'Bartleby; or, The Formula' as the
problem of writing is inseparable from another problem: in Deleuze's

terrns, that of 'the search for a new human community'.4 Now and

this will be our hypothesis here even if Deleuze never cites Simondon
in his study, it seems that this 'seaLch' can be related, if not in the en-

tirety of its stakes at least in some of its coordinates, to the profoundly
origìnal theory of relations between the individual and collectivity pro-
posed by Simondon in L'indiuiduation psEch'ir1ue et collectit,es a work
that we know does not precisely constitute a lvork, but the third and
fourth parts of the monumental thesis by Sirnondon, sustained in 1957,

tTranslated by Yong Dou (llichael) I(im.
2Giìles Deleuze, Essays Critical and Clinical, tra¡s, Daniel W. Smith ancl l,Iichael A. Greco

(ìlinneapolis: Lniversity of \{innesota Press, 1997), p. lv, hereafter CC; a formulation one
firrds already in Deleuze's 'postface' in H. \{elville, Bartleby. Les îles enclmntées, trars. }I.
Causse (Paris: G.F. Flamma¡ion, 1989). [An quotations and references have ]:een modiiied to
the English editions rvhen translations a¡e available. Unless otheru'ise indicated, quotations from
rvorks previously iranslatecl into English rvill be from the published editions; all other translations
are mine trars.l

3lbid. p, v [i.e.. the epigraph to the book trals.].
a CC, p. '1.93. n. 21.
scilbert Sinonclon, L'intliuiduation psychique et collectiue (Parisr Aubier, 1989), hereafter

IPC,

a':
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L"iniliuicluat'ion d la lumrère des not'ions de forme et d'informat'ionP

This publication context is not, moreover, without interest for our pur-

poses, since L'ind'iui,duat'io'n ltsychiclu'e et collect'iue appears in separate

form in exactly the same year as 'Bartleby; or The Formula' in 1989.

Here, then, is the angle from which a fruitful confrontation can be

sketched between the two thinkers from the two texts th¿rt we have

just mentioned: a theme, alrnost in the musical sense of the term, that
returns throughout Deleuze's study on Bartleby that of a deep fia-
ternity inseparable from an absolute solitude ol', more preciseiy, that of

discovering a deep fraternity in the experience of an absolute soliturìe.

Such is the paradox that we would like to examine by shorving that it
has its key Ìn the thought of Simondon and, more exactly, in a concept

- Lhe trans'indiui,duo,l - as it is explained by Sirnondon in the clecisive

pages of L'tncl'itñdunt'ion Ttsych'ique et collect'iue.7 The question will be

to understand how the correlation, initiallv paradoxical, of solitude and

fraternity compels us to understancl solitude and fraterniT'v di'fferently

- of understanding solitrrde as something other than isolation and of

unclerstanding fraternity other than the means of an aspiration to iclen-

tification and fusion. Here, the philosophies of Deleuze and Simondon

r,vill zlppear both in their convergence and their divergence, equally pro-

found, as two anti-substantialist philosophies of relation: the one, that

of Simondon, depioyecl on an ontological pnth that understands being

as relation; the other, that of Deleuze, which, r'vithirl the framework of

a transcendental empiricism, clissolves being in relation. In this exact

point, everything happens as if the stakes have increased to sorne ex-

tent, since throughout their philosophical relation, it is especially the

philosophical probiem of rr¡lation that would be posed. It could even

be that thís problem of a political search around new modes of relation

defrnes, beyond Deleuze and Simondon, a true 'moment' at the end of

20th century French philosophy, in the sense Frédéric Worms gives to

the term 'moment':8 as an ensernble of contemporary philosophical po-

sitions in wirich singularity emerges from solutions proposed for a sha,recl

problem, since -L "ind'tu'iduation ¡tsych'ir4t,e et collect'iue an'd EssaEs Cri't-

dcal and Clini,cal join two major philosophical works traversed by the

ARNAUD BOTJANICJHE 25

problem of relation: Oneself As Another by Paui Ricoeur, published in

1g90, and The Politics of Fri,endship by Jacques Derrida, published in

1994.

It is curious that it is from the collapse of all relation that the problem

of relation is posecl by Deleuze in his 1989 postface. Nlelville's novella

recounts the history of a copyist, Bartleby, employed in a law firm with
the constraint of being submitted to a slightly curious arrangement es-

tablished by his employer, lvho dema,nds that Bartleby works near his

desk behind a green screen, such tha,t Bartleby is able to hear what hap-

pens at the attorney's desk without being seen. Now, every time the
attorney asks Bartleby to execute a task, Bartleby opposes him with a

small phrase, formidable and famous: 'I r'vould prefer not to'f aformula,

which strikes, in each of its utterances, both as the reaffirmation of a
secret primitive pact and as the riposte to the attempt at its violation
by the attorney. Now, what is the immediate effect of this formula? It
is precisely to dissolve every forrn of relation by ruining the interior of
the element that appears to found all relatiorr, particularly the political
relation, which is conceived to some extent by Aristotle in Book I of
Lhe Politics as the Relation of relations, at the point where he makes

the shared 'characteristic'that rrrakes possible the 'common' that of lan-
guage.lo That which Bartleby's formula shatters are in effect, accorcling

to Deleuze, the 'presuppositions of language', i.e., the totality of expec-

tatlons that accompany oulspeech acts and that found what the one

who commands expects to be obeyed, the one who promises, believed,

ctc, such ihat all language starts to turn to nothing. The character-
istic of the formula 'I would prefer not to' is thus that of neutralising
all statements that ensule the communicative functiorr of language. In
this way, faced by the formula, the attorney systematically finds himself
within the impossibility of reacting and, in every sense of the terrn, of
mouing on,\1 that is, both in responding by ploposing a new sequence

r¡f st¿itements but also in exercising his power or his hold over Bartleby.
This is essential: Bartleby's formula takes back in one and the same
movement language arrd society to their absolute limits by imposing si-
lence and solitude. At the same time, it clisconnects words and things:

e[Trans.] In English in the original.
l0See Aristotle, P otitics, I.ü.7253a and following.
L1[Trans.] The French heteis encltatner. which can rnean to chain np or ensìarre or also to move

on. The attorney is both constraincd and finds it impossible to continue.

6fTrans.] This is the subtitle to G simondon, L'ìnd'i'ui¡l'u et sa genèse ¡thgsico-bioLogi'que

PUF,1964).

(Paris:

7 IPC, pp. 755-7.
8see Fi¿..Iétic \Vorns, -La phílosophie en France au, XXe siècle. Morr¡etús (Paris: Folio: 2009)
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in shearing language from all reference, this expression interrupts by

foiling relations between individuals. Deleuze is able, then, to ceiebrate

in Bartieby a ,powerful, solitary Figrire'12 a remarkable zr.d ambigu-

ous expression, exposecl to all kinds of misunderstancling, such as the

one by Toni Negri and Michael Hardt who, in the central chapter of

Ernp,ire, oppose to the frnally passive and apolitical figr-rre of Bartleby

that of the rnilitant.l3
gut, ¿t rhis stage of analysis. it becomes incomprehensiblo tha,t

no,iiàju-ir inscribJd irr 'the lsca'ch fo' a ncw hrrrnan commrtttily'
I ;r""r.h, shared with Melville ancl generally in American lite'ature,
a,ccorclins to Deleuze. in which'the biggest problem'.'u on his accottnt.
tï';ä;? iã':t r.'ã ääî"* åt- 

-i' :' i * rtu 3f ielib at e s, d r áw in g it s memb ers

into an unlimited becoming'.15 Deleuze writes:

How can this community be realized? How can the biggest problem be Ie-

solr'ed? But iS it not alreacly resolved, by itself, pr'ecìseìy because it is histor-

ical, geographical, politìcal? It is not an inclir.idual ot'particular affair', but

colleclive, it is the afiai' of a people, or rather of all peopÌes, It is a political

programme.l6

we see plainly that the 'frgure' of Bartleby - the 'powerful, solitary Fig-

ure, - is yet inseparable from a poltti,cal reflection on the conditions for

the emergence of a new form of society or community. conseqr-rently, our

initial problem returns: hor,v can solitude present itself as the correlate

of a rel¿rtion? Is not solitude the other of relation, that which marks the

limit ancl abolition of ail cornmunity? Is not solitude, essentially, that

which is not shared and in this sense, constitutively apoli'tical? Ã[
thesr: qr-restions {ìniilly come down to this: how c¿l,n there be a 'power'

of solitucìe?

But Delenze,s striking expression - Bartleby, a 'powerful, solitary

Figure' - will put us on the rlght paih; and it is also that which will

leacl us to Simondon. A small difierence changes everything: Deleuze:

capitalises,figure'. By this, we must understancl that he uses this terrn
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rLot in a vague and psychological sense but in a technical sense, thalt

is, as a concept. Now what is a Figure for Delerrze? In Fra,n,ci,s Ba-

con: The Logtc of Sensat'ion, Deleuze calls a Figure an a,ppa'ratus of

capture ¿lrrd the revelation of invisible forces.17 We can say that he

does the same here r'vith Bartleby. Bartleby is the one who makes sen-

sible or perceptible a type of relation that, in the ordinzlry conditions

of the social bond, remains imperceptible. In the silence to which he

returns language, it is not ø/l language thai disappears but only the
g'iuen Ianguage for the sake of 'another original language';18 likewise,

in the solitary figure of Bartleby, it is not all relation that disappears

but only the set of empirically constituted and codified relations for
the sake of another type of relation, Ptitting this in perspective with
the study on Bacon would also allor'v us to clarify the positive function
of solitude. Deleuze also spea,ks of the 'extreme solitude of fBacon's]
Figures'.le Everything happens as if solitude, obtained by Bacon in
his paintings by an operation of isolation', enabled him to realise the
greatest power of painting because, thus isoÌated, the F'igures better
reveal the forces that traverse them. But for Bacon it is above all an

aestltetic of solitude; with Barileby, it is a. pol'itical power of solitude

that is discovered. Now, it is here that the detoul through Simondon
permits us to elucidate this 'power' by means of the original concept

of th,e trans'indi,utdual because, in Simondon's terms, what Bartleby s

'formula' makes disappear are the 'inter-individual' relations and lvhat
it promises is the'transindividual'. What cloes he mean by this?

As Simondon elaborates the concept and theory in L'indi,u'iduat'ion
psych'ique et collect'iue, rve aririve at the 'transirrdividuai' through soli-
tude, from the cliscovery by the individual of a dimension that exceeds

her. This point is explained by Simondorr in the marvellous pages

that he dedicates to Nietzsche's Zarathustta, and in particular to a

key episode in the course of lvhich Zarathustra witnesses the death of a
tightrope-walker:20

The transindividual relation is that of Nietzsche's Zarathustra rvith the
tightrope-u'alkel lvho falls to the grolrncl before him and has been abancloned

by crou'rl. . . . Zarathustra feels himself a brotLter to this man and carlies his

l7See Gilles DeTetze, Francis Bacon: The Logic of Sensation, trans. Daniel W. Smith (Min-
nesota: University of \,Iinnesota Press, 2003), chapter 8, 'Painting Forces', p. 48ff,

t8 cc, p. 72.
rsGilles Deleuzc, Franci,s Bacon, op. cit, p. 15.
20[Trans.] See !$6-8 of Zarathustra's Prologue,

pcc,p.82.
13See'Michael Hardt and Àntonio \egri, Empire (Cambúdge: Han'arcl UniYersity Press' 2000)'

pp. 203^204; see in particular p. 204, rväer:e the- ãuthors call Bartleby's 'refusal'akin tc the one by

äichaet x,. the character of the novel by J.)I. Coetzce The Li,fe and rimes of lulichael K:',The

refusal in iisel{ ìs empty: Bartleby ard Ì{ may be bearrtiful souls, but their being in its absolute

pu.ityt,u'g.o'tt'eeageofanabyss.T}reirlitresof.fìightfromautholityarecompletelysolitary,
on¿ ln"y cãntinuously tread on the verge of suicidc '

ta CC, p. 85.
r5 CC, p. 84 [translation modifìecl].
* Ci,; ef. [Ti.ars.] These quoied lines cliffer slightly.frorn the text either of the French or

Englìsh in cc by omitiing a couple o1 phrases; I have nodified the translation accordingly.
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corpse alvay to gir.e him a burial; it is in solitude, in Zarathustra's plesence

to a cleacl fi'iencl abandoncd by the crorvcl, that initiates the expcrience of
tlansinclividualit¡'.2I

Whai is irr question throughout this profoundly ner'v relation that ap-

pears on the occasion of this event? The transindividLral cloes not desig-

nate a relation between individuals but the relation between that which

in the individual is irrclividuated and that which is not individuated.
The transindividuaÌ is that which in the individual exceeds the individ-
ual and accompanies her ceaselessly as a 'charge of being' in which the
process of individuation finds the constantly available resource for its
future configurations. Now, according to Simondon, the transindividual
cannot be discovered in soliturle. But what is to be understood by the

sense of this solitude? It is a superior kind of solitude: an active and

positive solitude. Simondon distingr,rishes the solitude characteristic of

the discovery of the transindividual from the solitLlde of anxiety. Anx-
iety corresponds to the version of nega,tive solitude consisting in the
catastrophÌc confrontation of the subject with its pre-inclividuai part

where its structures are swallowed up. The experience of the transindi-
vidrral supposes, on the contrary, a trauersal of solitude in the direction

of a 'more-than-individual' that the individual opens in herself. But
ancl this is essential for our purposes while withdrar'ving itself from the

common relation with others, it is that which makes the solitary expe-

rience of transindividuaiity discover a relation of a lvhole other nature

than that which usually ties us to others, through its role, its qualitics.

its properties, and its fr-rnction in social exchanges. Ii, is just r,vhen he

becomes indefirrite, when he dies and ceases to exist in the eyes of the

cLowd, that the tightrope-walker gains the new consistency of ¿ friend
for Zarathustra in the name of his participation in a primordial nature.

It is in this perspective that we must understand the critical ¿ì,naLyses,

with anti-Pascalian accenls,22 that Deleuze devotes to love as an attach-
ment to qualibies, which for him is opposecl to fraternity as a form of

2t IPC, p. 155, enphasls added.
22When Deleuze evokes this'burning passion deeper than love'rvhich'has rreither substance

nor qualities' (CC, p. 8Ð, one nust thinh of the famous aphorism of lhe Pensées (Brunschvicg

323/Lafuma 688) in rvhich Pascai criticizes the Ca¡tesian'ego'for denying an ordinary ontolog-

ical consistency in the collapse of all 'properties'. But rvhile Deleuze rescues Pascal's 'borrorved
quaìities' fsee the Pensées, op.cit trans.], he raclica.lises the Pascalian critique ou the path ôf â

depersonalisation in the morement of rvhich is raisecl a nerv humanity without particularities: â
'society of ì:rothers' or 'cornniutity of brothers' (ibid)
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relation that can, on the contrâry, be formed lutsl'de the conditions of

identification and aga'inst iI.
In light of this Simondonian cletour, many aspects of the str-rdy on

Bartleby can be clarifled, which secretly have their source in Simonclon.

lVe can indicate two. The first concerns the insistence of ¿i therne:

that of Nature as'prirnary Natnre',23 where Bartleby is several times

declared inseparable. By 'Nature', Simondon means, according to an

explicitly avowed presocratic filiation (particularly from Anaximander').

a'charge of indetermina,cy', an a'peiron, which returns less as a set

of possibilities than as a 'true reality charged with actually existing
potentials, like the energy of a metastable system'.24 It is tlre bond

with this pre-inclividr-Lal reality that founds a new universality capablit

of opening a new fraternity and of promoting a 'people to come'.

But, then, there is another expression by Deleuze that we find clar-
ified by Simonclon: i.e., that according to which America will be'the
potentiaL of the rnan without particularities, the Original VIan'.25 'Po-
tential' must here be understoocl as 'energy': the resource for transfot-
mations. In exterrding this analysis, America should certainly not be

understood in a relation of simple opposition to Europe, like a counter-
rnodel, but rather as the resuLt of a 'disparation' between the two con-
tinents from the point of view of a 'geophilosophy'26 and the creation of
a supplementary dimension where America will designate the point of
view of a 'universal minoritarian consciousness'. What would be neces-

sary to sumûron here is without doubt another type of analysis, which
rro longer passes through Simondon but through Kafka and through th<:

work that Deleuze and Guatt¿rri devotecl to him in 1975, in Kafka: To-

ward a M'inor L'iterature. Because this theme of a solitude that operates

as the re-opening of a transindividuality on the basis of a de-coupling

lde-liaison] of already constituted individuated relatiorrs clirectly echoes

the Deleuzian theme of the 'people to come' and the correlative prob-
lem of its expression in a, sitnation where its objective conditiorrs are

not given, it corresponds most precisely to the theme of Kafkaesque
invention from a minoritarian position to the interior of a majoritarian

23This theme is a leitmotif in 'Bartleby'; it returns especially in CC, pp. 79, 80, 83.
24 IPC. t). 270.
25 cc. p. 85.
2uOn this conception of philosophy as 'geophilosophy', see Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guatarri,

Wat Is Pltilosophy?, ttans. by Hugh llor¡linson ard Graham Burchell (\eu' York: Columbia
l,uiversity Press, 1994), p, 85fi [i.e,, chapter four . trans.],
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systemJ according to the leitmotif of the 1975 book.
But here and this will be our conclnsion - it becomes possible to

consider anew a remark that Deleuze presents in passing iii the third
chapter of D'iff-erence and Repetit'ion. The question, in suin, is whether
this- remark of 1_968 pertains to the theme of solitLrde under.lying the
1989 postface. What is the question? At the heart of Di.fferencl and
Retrtet,i.ti,on,.to the philosophy which, a prisoner of the woîld of repre
sentation, doesn't ceas-e 'presupposing' the exercise of thought, Deléuze
opposes the demand of.a'tlanscendcntal cmpiricism'that aìone is open
to the 'real genesis' of thought: a task that, accordirig to him. returni to
a 'doctline of the facrrlties- to accomplish. According to rhis rlocrrine.
each faculty finds its exercise in the encounter with its ,passion, or ité
'proper object'that is at the same time its'limit'. DeleuZe writes:

Each faculty must be botne to the extreme point of its breakdo,,vn, r.r'hele
it falls prey to a triple violence: the violence of that rvhich forces it to be
exercisecl, ofthat r.vhich it is forcecl to gtasp and rvhich alone is able to grasp,
yet also that of the ungraspable (frorn the point of view of its empirical exel-
cise) . This is the tliple limit of the final power. Each faculty discovels at this
point the passion approptiate to it, i.e., its radìcal difference and its eternal
repetition . .. its manner of originating, already repeating.2T

The task opens, then, of deterrlining for each faculty its ploper. object,
which is at rhe same time irs linrir r;nd rhe conditioä of i'Ls ciercisð'

. .. lvhat forces sensibility to sense? rvhat is it that can on1¡, be sensed? and
yet is imperceptible at the same time . . , for the imagination (is there an
imaginantlum, a phantasteon, rvhich rvoulcl also be the limit that is impossible
to imagine?), for language (is there a lorluentlum, l'hich lvould be siÌent at
the same time?), ancl for the othel faculties rvhich u'oulcl find their place in
a complete doctrìne .' vitality, the transcendent object of rvhich wouÌd also
include monstrosity,,, 28

And Deleuze evokes a final faculty: '... and sociability, th<¡ transcen-
dent object of which r'vould irrcludc anarchy [. . ]''n

In the langrrage of the 'doctrine of the faculties' of Difference and
Repetition, one will perhaps be able to say that solitude, understood as

trarrsindividuality, in the study on Bartleby, is the transcendent object
of'fraternity', understood as the form of a superior relaticln between
individuals. Moreover, Deleuze specifies that this 'doctrine' is fïnda-
menlally open open in particular to new faculties unthinkable in the
fc¡rm of common sense. That v¡hich Bartleby attempts to impose is in-
deed something unthinkable and in any case unliuable (the tragic end

2TGilles Deleuze, Di,fference and, Repeti,tion, trals. Paul Patton. (Nerv York: Columbia Univer-
sity Press, 1994) p. i 3, [Translaiion modified.]

28Ibicl. 
IT\'anslation modifi ecl.l

2sIbirl.
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of Mclville's novel shows this) : the experience of a superior sociabiLity,

whose conditions mnst be the object of a creation ancl whose incarnation

(perhaps impossible) is cailed by Deleuze a 'people to come'.

.l
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Ðeleuze, an Anti-Phenomenology

Fierre Montebellol

I think that, for Deleuze, Bergson really opened up a new path in phi-

losophy, one which led away from Husserl and Heidcgger and away from
the massive influence of phenomenology, particularly Merleau-Ponty, on

French philosophy. What Deleuze ahvays fottnd unacceptable in phe-

nornerLology can be summed up quite easÌly: by placing the constitution
of the 'world' on the side of the subject, it creates a worlcl as a mir-
ror of man. As profoundly as phenomenology cl¿iims to link subject
and world, it is still a human world which it depicts, one r.vhich is con-

sequently incapable of accommodating the world's profound diversity.

Bergson made something else possible too: he showed tLs that the sub-
ject is an effect of the worid, the effect of a rvorld which is infinitely
more diverse and larger than itself, one far removed from what a world
constituted by a subject might be. The human subject is rrot the centre

of nature, nor its founclation, nor its constitr-rtion; it is not an exception

in nature, but a cøse of nature.
To counter phenomenology, an inversion of its method is needed.

This new method finds in Bergson's texts the raw material from which
it wìIl later develop. To begin with, the notion of the transcendental

that pillar of phenomenology which runs from Kant through to Husserl

and Heidegger is turned upside-down. Against phenomenological trarr-
scendent¿ilism, Deleuze opposes a new conception of the transcendental

which he derives from a different lineage of thinkers: Bergson, Sartre,
and Simondon. The readirrgs which Deleuze proposes of Sartre's 'Tran-
scendence of the Ego' and Simondon's The Indi,uidu,al o,nd, Its Phllsr,cal-

Bi,ologi,cal Genesis in The Logic of Sense, anc) his reading of the first
chapter of Matter and Mernory in Bergsontsm and C'inema -1, all share

a common theme. They follow Sartre in his project of 'renewing' and

'purifying' the notion of the transcendental. We know that in 'The
Transcendence of the Ego', Sartre discovers behind the self a non-thetic
ancl non-positional consciousness of itself, an impersonal spontaneity of

..

,,tl

ITranslatcd by Paul Earlie
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which the self is itself only the reflective part. Deleuze radicalises this
escape-route from the self by elasing the rnedium of consciousness: he

has no rreed to resort to an impersonal spontaneity which would re-

tain thc ch¿i,racter of consciousness. This is becalLse ihe transcendental
no longer designates the condition of possibility of a ltriori krrowledgc,

which keeps us locked in the subjective, but now dcsignateslhe concrete
genes'is of concrete bei,ngs; in other woLds, Deleuze gestures towards the
pre-indivÌdual, pre-personal reality rvhich engenders physical, biological,
zr,nd psychological indiviclualities. The world reclaims a genetic power

outside the reach of the subject. The subject is no longer the source

of geneses, but is itself indebted to genesis. We can only mention in
passing here the notion of a 'transcendental field' which Goldschmiclt
applied in such a sharp way to the images of the first chapter of Matter
and, iVlemory in a class from 1960.

Yet from the book on Bergson'ismto C'inema 1 ancl 2, the Deleuzian
reading of Bergson continuously forges a path tor'vards a renewal of
the transcendental. The transcendental as the power of geneses takes

several forms in Deleuze's writings: the impersonal field of images

within oneself from the first chapter of Mafier and Memory (the uni-
verseilight), the ontological virtual of memory-recollection, the cosmo-

logical One-AIl of rnernory-contraction where all levels of duration coex-

ist, and finally the non-chronological and non-psychological time which

is the foundation of ¿rll these analyses (to the point where Deleuze, re-

ferring to a certain type of cinema, speaks directly of a'transcendental'
conception of time'in the Kantian sense').2 It is a patliway outside

of itself that the subject initiatcs r,vith Bergson's pure perception, then

r,vith memory and time. When the subject becomes aware that he per-

ceives against a background of vibrations of light of the universe, that
he orrly remembers against a backgror,rnd of a pzist which everywhere
overflows the actual, that he only actualises his recollections against
a background of cuts of the past which coexist, and th¿rt his duration
coincides with a multitude of other duratiorrs in the One-All: in each of
these instances, a true decentering occurs. The subject is constituted
thror"rgh his relations with the material universe, with the coexistence of

durations, wiih the past, ¿ìncl with the immemoria,l; it is not the subject

zGillcs Delcnze, Cinema 2: The Time-Image, trans. Hugh Tomlinson and Robert Galeta
(Lonclon: Continuun, 2005), p. 260.

who constitutes these relations'
What then does memorv show us? We know that the greatest

sf¡enslh of Delr,rrze s reacling o[ Alnttcr and Mcmory lies in his sr'p-
aratiõl of the ontological past from the psychologicaL present. The rec-
ollection is a leap into the past. inio that which does not come to pass

ldons cc qu,i ne passe pasl, and thelefole into being. into att 'inrrrremorial

bl c'nrolc,gir:al memor:y'.'Flum his firsL gt('at alLicle on Bergson.'The
Conceptiõn of Difference in Bergson', Deleuze claims thai the virtual is
'ihe mbde of being of that wÌtich 'is'. It is through iiaving a connection
wiih my past that I havc a connection to being, to a reality which is no
longer'ón1y actual or psychological, but virtual and ontological. Deleuze
cl.àr'ly rrses bhe viLtrrä1. ihen.'Ít, eltilely,le-psych,rlogise dulatic.'n. lt is
not tÉe self which endûres birt being wtrictr is duration fqui' est tlurée]
and the virirral which diffr'renLiabes iiscll. To s¿ry thal being is rlulabion
is also to say that the self is only a form of duration:

The virtual nolv clefines an absolutely positive mode of existence. Duration
is the virtual; the degree of chrration is reaÌ, to the exl;ent that this degree

differentiates itself. For example, cluration is not in itself psychological, but
the psychological t'epresents a particulat clegree of duration that is actualisecl

between othel deglees as well as among thern,3

The samc can be said for the third dimension of the transcendental: cos-
mology. If the great revolution of Alatter and Mernory is to b-e found
anywlere, it will be in a conception of time r,vhich is itself diflìcult to
seize: namely, in the contemporaneity of the past arid the present, the
coextension of time. Every present refers to itself as past, to that with-
out which it could not come to pass, arrrì every past also refers to the
entirety of the past, since this is what conserves itself. The thesis of the
coextension of time can be coupled with a thesis to which Delcuze de-
votes an entire chapter of his book on Bergsonism: 'Vlemory as Virtual
Coexistence'. In short, it is the entirety of the past lvhich is contem-
poraneous wiih the present, but it is also every possible contraction,
every cut, and every level of the pzist which coexist together. Matter
and Memory and later Creat'iue Euoltúion apply this formidable pÌopo-
sition to the universe itself, as Delerrze demonstrates. The universc is
itself the coexistence of all durations:

The i,d,ea of a uirtu,al coexistence of all the leuels of the past, of all the leu-

els of tension, 'is thus extendetl to the whole of the un'iuerse: This iclea no

longer simply signifies my relationship rvith being, btt the relationshi.p of all
things with betng. Everythtng happens as iÎ the un'it¡erse were a tre. ¿end,ou,s

Memory.a

Evidently not every single point can be compared, but it seems that
phenomenology, by contrast, lviil alr'vays sink fr-rrther into a srrbjective

PItrR,Rtr \,IONTEBtrLI,O

3Gilles Deleuze, Desert Islands and Other T'eÌts, 1953-1974, ed. David Lapoujade, trans.
\'lichael Taormirra (Los Àngeles: Semiotexte, 2004), p. 44.

aGilles Deleuze, Bergsoninn, trans. Hngh Tomlilson and lSarbara Habberjam (\erv \brk:
Zone Books, 1.988), p. 77. [,{uthor's emphasis.]
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transcendental, one r,vhich (in spite of what phenomenology iiself tclls
us in ttris regard) is not correlated with the world. This is because the
world of phenomenology is only the lvorld rendered possible by ever-
deeper subjective conditions of possibility, as if one always discovered
beneath the caves of the egological transcendental a still greater num-
ber of caves: a ,priori conditions of knowleclge which are a apr'iori for
the transcendental subject, proof of the transcerrclental in lvhat is cat-
egorical in Husserl's transcendentai ego, in the ontological structure of
Dase'in where the conditions of possibility embrace etxistence in its en-
tirety. Thus Dasein, at least in the period of Sein un,d Ze'it, ends up
recovering the entire dimension of existence within itself, even if that
which attests itself from within Dase,in, in its being-in-the-world, is in-
deed the absence of the world, the abserrce of the world as the source of
geneses. In Deleuze, the transcendental designatets something entirely
different, that is, the real, Ìndependent field ofconsciousness in its four-
fold dimension: immanerrt, ontological, cosmological, and temporal.

The transcendental consists in the pure perception of returning to a
pre-human world, the virtual takes us back through memory to a pre-
psychologÌcal ontological zone, a leap into a pure past. The universe
itself is a One-All of coexistence which strips of ail prirnacy 'rng relatìon
to being'.

PIERRE },IONTEBtrLLO ót

trverything that moves and changes is in time, but time itself cloes not change

or move, any more than it is eternal. It is the form of everything that changes

and moves, but it is an immntable fot'm that cloes not change not an cter-

nal form, but plecisely the folm of l'hat is tzof etet'nal, the immttable foun
of charrge ancl mor.ement. Such an autotromous form seems to point to a

profbund mystely: it requiles a nerv clefinitiorr of time (ancl space).6

In Kant, succession frequently refers to Lhe i,mmutable form of time,

as a form of interiority and intimate sense. Delellze oftcn repeats the
argument: time cannot be succession because it would then be neces-

sary for this srLccession to take place in another time, and tl-rat there

would then be a time behind time, and so forth to infiniiy. This is why

Kant invokes time as an immutable form of interiority, the condition of

all succession. But Bergson sheds a different light on the rnystery: the

immtLtable form of time is the pure past. In modern philosophy, the
extases of time (the past, prescnt. and future) are most often explained

by ihe originary temporalisation of sr-rbjectivity (Saint Augustine, Con-

fessions). Subjectivity could only exist by temporallsing itself, through

acts or by clehiscence from itself, by being thai which it is not or by not

being that which it is, as Sartre will later say. So originary temporali-

sation is not in the self fen moi]; it is fundamentally non-subjective; it
is in itself len soi,].

Present time is engendered by a time which does not come to pass:

eternal past, eternal time, or the Aîon of The Logic of Sense whi<:h.

is not the present time of bodies but the time which infinitely divides

itself between past and future, 'always aiready passed and eternally yet

to come'.7 Like Bergson's cone, the present is not detached from the
virtual imrrensity of the past which it contracts, from the eternity of
the pure past which is actualised in iiself in order to elicit the rrew.

It is Deleuze who will have brought all of these Bergsonian themes to
their highest form. As Deleuze succinctly pr-rts it in C'inem'a 2: 'Wh¿*'

the past is to time, sense is to language and idea to thought'.8 Moved

by an ideal, virtual, and non-temponl lrntemporelle] power, the real or

the actual ferments, matures, and grows from within itself. The r'vorld

plunges its roots into an anteriorT'interior past, into an immutable time,

6lbid. p. 29.
TGilles Deleuzc, The Logic of Sense, ed, Constantin \r. Boundas, trans. llark Lester with

Charles Stirale (London: Äthlone Press, 1990), p. 165.
8Gilles Deleuze, C'inema 2, trans. bv Hugh Tornlinson ard Robert Galeta (Lonclon: Contimtum,

2005), p. 96.

The enigma of time, the ultimate genesis

But what interests us here is the fìnal dimension of the transcendental:
the non-tempolality lintemporalitél of time. The Bergsonian concep-
tion of time is thc lòdal point of'¿r.11 of Deleuze's anályses from the
book on Bergsonism itself to C'inema 1 and 2. The enigma, of Bergso-
nian time is the result of the existence of a purei ontological pasî or
non-chronological time, in_other.words, it is the result of a fòrrn of
non-temporallty of time. Wh¿¡.t does this non-temporality mean for a
philosophy of becoming? For Deleuze, the great- reversal of mocler-
nity consists in the following: we have passed from a cosmic-celestial
moveme¡nt which results in time (Aristotle) to a time which results in
rnovement (and which conditions the successive parts of this movement).
This reversal is Kantian. as Deleuze tells us in an article on 'Four Poetlc
Formulas That Might Summarize the Kantian Philosophy' and which
seems to take up once more the central themes of lhe^analysis of the
volumes on cinema, though this time with an eye towards Kant.5 In
this reversal, howev'er, tinie becomes far moré mysterious:

sGilles Deleuze, Essays Critical and. Clinical, trans. Daniel W. Srnith and llichael A. Greco
(Londonr !'erso, 1998), pp.27-35, hereafter .ECC
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into a virtual horizon. The comparison speaks for itseif: r,vhat would
language be without lhe meaning which works on it and exceeds its
propositions? what would thought be without ihe problems or Ideas
which nurture it and exceed its statements? what woulcl the worlcl b¡r
without the virt'¿r,l with its por,ver for differentiation? we can easily
see how the past, meaning, the Idea all demonstrate the reality of the
tra,nscendental rtself as the power of geneses.

This is how the ultimate reversal of subjectivity operates; 'the only
subjectivity' is time itself, such is the most decisive assertion of c,inema
2: 'Ihe only s*bjectivity is time, non-chronological time grasped in its
foundation, and it is we who are internal to time, not the otlier way
round'.9

But what does Deleuzc mean when he claims that time is the 'on1y
subjectivity'? What does he mean by being ,in, time? He cloes not
mean that we must fall back into some 'common place', as if this signi-
fied that we belong to the objective time of the worrd. on the contrary.
it is the highest of paradoxes. and one which cannot be thought without
the grezr,test of difficulty. Time is no longer o..r objectiue exteriority, no
more than it is our subject'iue interiority. rt ts non-psycholog,ical ,interi-
ority. This is a new paradox. Deleuze in efiect invokes time as Kant,s
'form of interiority', clarifying that this does not mean that time would
be in the mind. Quite the opposite : the mirrd is in tirne, fissured by tir'e,
split at each moment by its manner. of being affected by time (by the
passive'l'and by changing in tirne).10 With duration, Bergson in turn
discovers time as a, furm of i't.riority. untike Kant. howevcr. Be'gson's
time is a cosmic interiority, the creativity of the open, the Relation
which interweaves all things. The statement 'It is we who are interior.
to time' signifies therefore that things do not berong to tirne unless time
is the form of their interiority, contrary to space and to mathematised
time whìch are only their form of exteriority. Tir¡re is the open, th<:
interior process which carries things off and causes a resurgence of the
new, whereas in retu¡n things are only rhythms of durations r,vhicir com-
municate, communicatirrg clurations.ll In regard to time, this analysis
leads Deleuze to associate the Kantian formula concerning interiority

elbid. p. 80.
loECC, p. J7.
lrGilles Deleuze, cinema 1: The Mouement-Inog¿, trans, Hugh romlinson ancì Barbara Hab-

bcrjam (London: Continuum, 2005), pp. 9-12.
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with the most decisive sentence of Creat'iue Euolution: 'Time is not thel

interior in us, but just the opposite, the interiority in r'vhich we are, itt
which we move, live and change'.12

It is not the subjectivised which temporalises time, then, but timc:

as the Open which temporalises subjectivity. This is the true meaning

of the transcendental conception of time, this moment whetn with Kant
time 'becomcs unhinged and presents itself to the pure state'. lVe can

no longer doubt that time is the fifth dimension of the universe, as

immutable as it is successive, as spiritual as real, as virtual as actual,

and as ontological as chronoLogical. The great difference frorn Pl¿r,to is

that this'immutable time does not also cease to become, since the past

never ceases to gror'v; the great diflerence from Kant is that this time is

the Open itself. It is not an immutable eternity but iiself in becoming,

and it is not the form of internal sense but the interiority of the lvorld
itself.

Conclusion

By way of conclusion: the battle against phenomenology was waged by
removing subjectivity from its pedestal in four r'vays:

1. The transcendental, as the soulce of geneses, is for sub.iective per-

ception the impersonal real, thc immanent field of images, the uni-
verse/1ight.

2. The critique of psychology must not le¿rd towards a transcendental
psychology, as in phenomenology, but tow¿rrds an ontology of the
virtual. Psychologir:al niemory supposes an ontological plane.

3. The critique of naturalism must not lead towards transcenden-

ta1 ideality, as in phenomenology, but tor,vards a thor"rght of ihe
One-All. My duration supposes other durations, a history of the
universe, a history of life...

4. Finally, it is not sr"rbjectivity which ternporalises but subjectiv-
ity which is temporalised by the non-temporality of time, the im-

L2Cinema 2, p. 80. The exact formularvhich Bergson uses jt Creati,ue Euolution, ed, I(eith
Ànsell Pearson, \;lichael Kolkman, ]lichael \,'anghan, trans. Arthnr \litchell (\erv York: Palgrave
ìlacnillan, 2007), p. 128, is as follorvs: 'In the a.bsolute, l'e lire ancl move aud have our being'.
'Ihis is itself already a modificatiou of the erangelical pronouncement of Saint Paul in Acts of the
Apostles, 17:28r 'In Him [God] ri'e livc and move ancl have orrr being'.
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mutable form of time, tlie eternity o/ becoming and not eternity

hanging over becoming, an immense virtual which continuor:sly en-

genders the present in the direction of the fr-rture. A quadruple gen-

esis of the subject, theln, since in this lvay the four extra-subjective

conditions of its perception, its memory, its rhythm of duration,

and its temporality are establistred.

Philosophy must attempt to think, without any einthropomorplric prej-

udices, natlrre naturing in its por,ver for multidimensional gestation, si-

multaneously ontological and cosmological, simr-rltaneously a non-chrono-

Iogical and non-psychological time. The universe as a mirror of man is

a universe devastated by man's own image, by his insarre desire to see

his orvn double rellected everyr,vhere. The philosophy of Deleuze thinks

the one-All in the absence of man: it poses the open as being the only

subjectivÌty, the only transcendental'real', the only point of genesis of

all things, and therefore, as a consequence, the only point of genesis of

human sr-rbjectivity itself.

The Subjects of Nature
A Speculative Interpretation of the Subject

Didier Debaisel

Subjectivity, colporeality, is no more a pl'operty of humans, of individuals, of

ìntentional subjects, than being an outside reality is a pt'operty of nattle 2

Philcisophy cloes not initiate intelpletation, Its search for a rationalistic
scheme is the search for mole adeqr,rate criticism, ancl fbr mole adequate jus-

tification lvhich rve perforce employ. Our habitual expcrience is a complex of

failure and success in the entelprise of interpretation; if rve desire a recorcl of

uninterruptecl expelience, we must aslç a stone to t'ecord its aritobiography.3

Introduction

With this article I would like to propose a speculative interpretation
of the concepi of the subject. From the very beginning such a project

seems to encouter innumerable difficulties and parzicloxes: Is it not ev-

ident th¿r,t specr-rlative philosophy can only try to subtract any exclu-

sively anthropological, human inscription from the events of n¿lture if it
gives r-rp all subjective approaches to natureÍ And if indeed specula-

iive philosophy is attempting io integrate the notion of the subject into
its survey of nature, will it have to stop at one particular dimension,

a phase or a step, in the much more profound process of the becoming

of nature itself?5 What shoulcl we expect from the association of two
terms that have crystallised tendencìes that are diametrically different

lTransìated by Signe Christensen and \4arjorie Gracieuse.
2Bruno Latour, 'On recalling A\T' in Actor Network Tlrcory and After ed. b1' John Larv

(Ox-[or{; Blackrveìì, J999). p. 23.
3¡,ltirc¿ S, Whitehead, Process and, realitu. An essay in cosmology (\erv York: l,Iacmillan,

1929), pp. 14-15.
aI am referring to a very generai definition of the term 'event', In his chapter devotecl to

Whitehead's phiìosophy 1n The FoId, Deleuze rvrites: 'an erent does noi just mean "a man has
been run over". The Great Pyramid is an event, and its duration for a period of one hour, thirty
mìnutes, five minutes .., , a passage of \ature, of God, or a vierv of Gocl' (Gilles l)eIerze. The
Foltl: Leibniz and the Baroque (\'linnesota; llniversity of Ìlinnesota Press. 1992), p. 76),

sThe expression'phases of individuation'wa,s coined by G, Simondon. In L'Ind.iuiduation
Physique et Collectiue, G. Simondon rvrites: 'L'Unité et l'iclentité ne s'appliquent qu'à nne des
phases cle I'être, postérienre à I'opération d'individuation' (Gilbert Simondon, L'Indiuiduation
Plrysi,tlue et Collectiue (Paris: Aubier, 1989), p.1a). herea.fter IPC.l'Uúty ard iclentity apply onl1.
to one pha.se of being, posterior to ihe process of individuation.' Trans. b¡' Signe Christensen].

:..
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in contemporary philosophy: on the one hand a project in philosophical

anthropology that will consider nature basecl on its impact on a subject

thzrt actually experiences it, and on the other hand a philosophy of na-

ture that will infer natute's characteristics without referring clirectly to
an anthropological subject.6

What if rve were to look at this problem, as I would like to do here,

under a different light and depart from the realm of the alternative

betweerr the subject and nature in order to establish a new relation-

ship that would be both more direct and more constitutive? Instead

of opposing these tendencies, why not make the subject into nature's

primary reality, its ultimate place of existence, and no longer a phase

or a step in a larger process? And instead of interpreting nature as

an impersonal and undiffererrtiated process, a kind of 'apeiron', 'origin

of all species anterior to individuation',7 we consider it to be the re-

sult of innumerable subjective activities that rvould, on different scales,

bind together and form actual sets or orders of nature, wouldn't we ar-

rive at a new consideration of the relationship between the subject and

nature? We would indeed arrive at an unusual perception of nattlre,

but one that is not so different from that envisio¡red by William James

when he wrote that it is a m¿r,tter of thinking 'of personal iives (which

may be of any gracle of cornplication, and superhuman or infrahuman

as well as human) , variously cognitive of each other [...]' genLrinely

evolving and changing by effort and trial, anrl by their interaction a'ncl

cumulative achicvements making up the wotld'.8 This concept of nature

provicles a r'vziy otLt of having to choose between n¿ltttre and the subject

If such an approach relates to speculative philosophy, it is because it
simultaneously forces us to extricate the concept of the sr-Lbject from

an anthropological deliber¿r,tion and the concept of nature from a phi-

losophy of nature. lVIy aim in this article is to give corLsistency to this

notion of 'subjects of riature', using mainly the philoso¡lhies of Tarde

and Whitehead.

6The term 'anthropology' is not used here to refer to the cliscipline but to the philosophìca1

movemerìt linked to forms of phenonenology and transcendental psychology. For more information

or this topic see lleillassoux, Après Ia Fi'nitude (Paris: Seuil, 2006).
7IPC,p.796.
sWiltia.m Janes, Collecterl, Essays and -Bealeros (lerv Yorlt: Lougrnans, Green ancì Co., 1920),

pp. 443-444.
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A New Space of Subjectivity

The first question that rve need to ¿r,ddress is lvhether it is possible to
identify some minimal components of ihe notion of the subjcrt't. How
many would there be and how would they relate to one another'/ Tarde
an,l Vhitehead, who both see thernselves as successors of this move-
mernt,g despite many hesitations of their own, recognise in Leibniz's
ploject on monadology. the oligin of ã" sltruclt on lhe mininto of nr'bjec-
iiui,ly. They see in this an influence that stretches into all contempo-
rarv-scicnces, whicli wouid in turn take up the project: 'the monads,
daúghtcls of Leibrriz carne a long r'vay since their father. By various
independent paths, unnoticed by scientists, they edge into the heart
of contepporary science'.10 Therefole, if we were able to succeed in
passing from one perspective to the other, to shift the point of interest
from one science to the other, wer would notice a proliferation of levels,
and the dissolution of the orclers of nature. But isn't this exactly what
Leibniz tried to demonstrate when writing in a very well known passage
of his Monadol,ogy lh.aT,:

Each portion of mattel is not only infrnitely divisible, as the ancients observed,

but also actually subdividecl rvithout end, each palt into further parts, of
lvhich each has some motion of its orvn [. . . ] Whence it appears that in the
smallest particle of matter there is a wolld of ct'eatures, living beings, animals,
entelechies, souls.ll

It is without a doubt astonishing that Tarde and Whiiehead need, of
all things, to go back \o Monarlologg in order io think the concept of
the subject whose very existence is pr-rt into qlrestion by its dissolr-rtive

process. If from Leibniz to contemporary science lve lvitness the dissolu-

tion of all forms of beings, physical, biological, and psychological, there
is no ground on which to predict the return of subject. Tarde asked

this question explicitly, in its most general form: 'From elimination to
elimination, where will we end up l. . .]?'12 ALrd his answer, identical
to that given by Whitehead in Process and Reality, expresses ore of
the fundamentaL principles of a neo-monadology: '[Tlhere are no means

to stop on this slope to the infinitesimal, which becomes, surely very
unexpectedly, the key to the entire universe'.13 The infinitely small
differs qualitatively from the finite, such objects of perception or ob-

9Because they both rvant to be complex re-actualisations of the monaclological project, Tarcle
and Whitehead's philosophies may be characlerised as 'neo-monadological', just as R. Ruyer will
be later clescribed (see R. Ruyer, Néo-fi.nalisme (Paris: Presses Lniversitaires de Frarce. 1952)),

r0cabriel 'larde, Monadologi.e et Soci,ologi,e (Paris: Les empêcheurs cle pelser en rond, 1999),
p. 33, hereafter MS.

ilG. W. Leibniz, La monad,ologie (Paris: Le lir'¡e de poche, 1991), S 66-67.
t2luIS, p. 87.
t3 lr,IS. 37.
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jects of everyday experience, on which ontology was built. The beings
that compose it go to infinity in an increasingly imperceptible fashion,
fbrming an all-c:ncompassing sheaf wherein no parts, limits, distance or
positions can be distÌnguished.

Consequently, there is indeed no reason for us to talk of'being' any-
more, or at least ,,ve should completely reform the notion, and it appears

to be much more relevant to speak of infi,n'ites'imal agenct,es and remark-
able ct ct'ions, insicle an infinite movement. And c¡ne could qualify these

subjects-having-become-infinite as 'agents' Qhat integrate, as I rvill shor,v

in what follows, the universe in its totality by starting frorn a point of
perspective much in the same way as Leibniz's monads who experience

the universe along a perspectivc. In this sense, Tarde writes: 'fT]hose
would then be the real agents; these small beings that we say are in-
finitesimal. Those would be ihe real actions, these small variations of
which we say are irrfinitesimal'.14 The concept of monad becomes purely
functional instead of ontological, an 'action of variation' in Tarde, pro-

ducing a variation or a difference inside a continuous movement. It
is an agency of variation that goes 'differing', that is to say, that has

step by step repercussions on the whole uniuerse, although according
to variable degrees of intensity. At this point, we will unclerstand the
principle that is at the centre of ihis speculative interpretation of the
subject: 'To exist is to rìiffer, differerrce, in one sensel, is the substantial
side of things, what they have most in common and what makes them
most different'.15

lVhitehead develops a similar iclea basecl, not on the 'mon¿id'. but
on a neologism: the concept of 'actual entities'. He places his corrcept

at the basis of Process and Real,ity. As with Tarde's 'remarkable ac-

Lion' , actual entity is a priniary concept, an ultimate element, defining
the specr.rlative subject, from which the notion of the sub.jer:t acquires
its meaning and independently of which it would be empty and mean-
irrgless. Whitehead was rather elusive concerning the meaning of the
concept of 'actual entity', which contrasts greatly with the importance
he gives to this concept in his philosophy. A group of readers agreed

that its meaning can be derived from analogies with other traditional
or contemporary metaphysicians ancl that by way of these analogies it

14MS,p.40.
t5 MS, pp, 72-73
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would be possible to attribute a specific status to this concept and to
situate it within Tarde's philosophy. In my opinion, a much molre use-

ful approach for the reconstruction of the notion of the subject is to
focus on the genealogy and the formation of the concept itself. 16 In
this way, the concept of the 'speculative subject' becomes more precise

and at the same time, more technical. Indeed, if one considers the two

terms of the expression: 'entity' and'actuality', it becomes obvious that
they crystallise the main concepts of the metaphysical tradition. The

first one,'entity', comes frorrl the Latin'entitas'17 and signifies a siu-

gular thing thai might be designated by demonstrative pronouns strch

as'This', 'That','Such', etc. Deleuze clesignates it with the expresslon:

'anonymous singularity'.18 An'entitas'is all that can be designaied by
a demonstrative and considered as 'one' reaiity (regarclless of its mode

of existence: virtual, possible, irnaginative, etc.), even if it is composed

of a multiplicity of other realities. As long as it can be designatecl as

one set, it is an 'entitas 
.

The second term in Whitehead's expression 'actual' qualifies

the type of existence of the 'entitas'. It is not enough to designa,te it
as a 'singularity' because as soon as it âcquires this designation the
following question must be addressed: what kind of existence does this
'singularity' have!' And it is in order to bring precision to the kind of
existence he is dealirrg r,vith ihat Whitehead introduced the notion of
'actual'. This term is derived from the La\in actus, which means 'to
do something','to act', oL'to accontplish an action'. In ihis sense, the
singularity - entity - is a pure action or activity. But if we go a bit
further and continue to follow the concept's genealogy we see Lhal act'us

is also the Latin translation of the term energei,a, the efîcient reality, as

opposecl to the possible or virtual one. An'actuality'in this sense, is art

efficient reality and not a possible one; it means nothing for Whitehead
to describe the subject as a'possible'action, or as a'pclssible being'.

The subject is completely deflned by its actual action.

16I have developed the concept of the'actual entity' in a much more detailed way in m¡' þ66¡'
Debaise, LIn Ernpi,risne Spéculatil (Paris: Vrin, 2006).

17As L Leclerc rvrites in his analysls of Whitehead's metaphysics: 'the term "actual entity", in its
primary sense, signifies the general metaphysical category of 'tl¿¿ú which is"' (Leclerc, Whitel¿ea¡J's

Metaphysi,cs: an Introthtctory Erposition (Londou: Allen and Lnrvin, 1958), p. 53). Concerning
the use of the concept of'entitas' during the middle Ages, see: Freiberg,'L?tre et L'Esse,nce. Le

Vocabulaire Mérl,iéual de L'Ontologie (Paris: Seuil, 1996).
rsGilìesDeleuze, TheFold: Le,ibnizand,theBaroqtLe (Minnesotar Universityof llinnesotaPress,

1992).p.77.
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The chang^e of register that Tarde defines as the passage from the fi-
nite to the infinitesimal and that Whitehead defines as thãpassage from
th-e macroscopic to the microsco¡ric has a major consequence: thelnotion
of the subject is no longer restricted, to a ytarticular'domain of nature
btr,t ocrluires a marimum ertension. It is splead lrcfor.e anv äivisi,,n
bctween the.otganic and rhc inorganir.. rhe physical and rhe'biological
etc. inside all forms of existence, forming the'requisite of all of tñem.
In this se.nse, Whitehead and Tarde install the qúestion of the subject
as, a conchtiol .{ol ,. phìlosophy ol univocity. It 

-is 
hcr.e rhar rrnivocity

takes on its frrll-fledged nr"aning il wtr consi,lel rhar lvhat is ar st¿k"c
hele is not the reduction of all re;rlity to one main principle, but rather
the rnaximal extension ot tt.r" .o"òépt O.n"i.e ruË:åãtrili"t'iå iã'ruy
'actual entities' in the terms given in Process-and Reality, Whiteheaä
writes:

They cliffel among themselves: Gocl is an actual entity, and so is the most
trivial puff of existence in far'-off empty space. But, though there are glada-
tions of importance, ancl cliversities of functions, yet in the pr.inciples rvhich
actuality exemplifies, all are one and the same,19

As a result, one can consider this passage as a manifesto for a form of
univocity or as the will to re-actualise the exigency of the maximum
extension. But, at the same time, when Tarde and Whitehead assert
that there are no two identical subjects; that reality is composed of
'a swarming of innovating indiviclualities, each one sui generis markecl
by its own distinctive seal, recognisable in thousands';20 and that these
are even d,i,ffenng they are without a doubt heir to a kind of radi-
cal pluralism, This is much like Leibniz himself, when he claims that
'[i]n nature there are never two beings which are perfectly alike ancl
in which it is not possible to find an internal diflèrence, or at least a

difference founded upon an intrinsic quality'.21 The clifference is not a
matter of the shape or form of the monad these would allow for a
comparison and thus a distinction from others but rather of its char-
acteristic nrovement ('appetitio'). I wish to characterise this particular
relation between univocity and pluralism as follows: the establishment
of rninimal components of the concept of the sr-rbject (univocity) in turn
makes it possible to give this concept a maximal extension (pluralism) .

Ii is the relationship between the minima and the maximal extension
thai is truly fundamental ¿r,nd yet so often misunderstood by critrcal

leA. \. Whitehead, Process and, reality. An essay in cosmology (\el,york: llacmillan, 1g2g),
p.18,

20,4rL9, p. 6b,
2iLeibniz, La monatlolortie $g.
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approaches to the notion of r,rnivocity that mistake it for a monist ex-

aggeration, neglecting to see that, on the contl'ary, it is the proof of an

ability to think the plurality of modes of existence. Tarde expresses this
very idea when he estabiishes, as the main principle of his project, the

fact that the subject presupposes 'the discontinuity of the element and

the homogeneity of their being'. 22

The Power of Possession: Expansion and Consolidation

However, if we say that a subject is a'remarkable action', and'actual
entity', r,yhich means a singularity clefined by its official action, the cen-

tral qrrestion is: what js lhis constitttt'it¡e actiuitg? In order to provide

an answer to this question, lve must recognise..more links between dif-
ferent expressions in Tarde arrd Whitehead's philosophies. They boih
express the activity of the subject by a set of expressions that varies

from one work to the other. Tarde sometimes ltses the terms'capture'.
or 'grip', and sometimes 'integration', or 'possession', and Whitehead
re-actualises an ancient concept: 'prehension',23 I would Like to align

ihem ali in one way of considering the constitutive qr-Laiity of the subject.

Ii is possible that this endeavor will lead to an alteration of the setting
in which they come to characterise the activity of the subject. Indeed,

what sort of relationship might there be between 'integration', 'capture',
and 'prehension?' I would like to suggest that we refer to an expression,

which, although it receives uneqllal attention, is still present in both
rvorks: the clynamics of possessions. From Tarde's earliest works to his

last, and in Whitehead's speculative lvorks, it is possible to recognise,

albeit in different forms of explicitness, br-rt always acting in a strorig
way, a research on the characteristics and the effects of clynamics of
possession that deals with orrtology, physics, biology, and soci¿il reali-
ties. This question is dealt rvith to such an extent that it is possible to
establish as a principle of the speculative approach of the subject, the
Tardean idea that: 'the possessive action from monad to monad, from
element to element, is the only fertile relationship'.24

The subject is a beam of possessive activities, a rvay or a rrrode of
integrating the real. If, according to Tarde, as I established earlier,

22 MS, p. JB.
23whiteheâd willingly connects this concept to the Cartesian Me¡l'itat'ions: 'in Cartesian lan-

guage, the essence of an actual entity consists solely in the fact that it is a prehending thing (i.e.,
a substance n'hose rvhole essence is to prehend)' (\\¡hiteheacl, Process and Reality, p. 4l).

24M5,Þ.91.
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the 'monad' is an infinitesimal action, it is then possible to bring moreprecision to the definition 
"f ttiá *,Ul..t 'lt i, an act of annexation

î:.T'tj,s..l1li"^:^"1gt!:. -on,dì. ii."i:";;:."o"; of inr.gr.ati,n goes ìnDo[n du.ectrons slmull-¿neously. evan if these .lir.eCtiolrs-ale oppõsed ro
:ff_*ijli,: !.r- inl,:s'ore rhó ortrei;l,bj;;.r, arrct ro he inLeliated bytnem. ln [hls w¿iy, Lhe anslver ptt_,vidod byWhirehcad an,l Taide to thêqrres[ior of the chalacterisation of a p..,tituiar.srrbiecr . and rhe r.elationberwcer rwo subjeccs, is simirar aud is situaiàa"iüi¡.",räni)i'inîr.,,.r,
lT. t-Tfì!::l in[cgrates rhe data of rhe unive'se rha¡ pré.éá", it.--Tiris is

l?%y-hit.,h.art epiromises it in his last great metaphysical r,vork, Moctes0l t rLouqnti

Th. bases of no matte'rvhich pol'tion of actuaÌity [subject] ar.e the comprete
content of the antececling uni'erse in as far as ìt exists in exchange x,ith thrs
pulsation They are this uni'erse thought o't in its murtipricity of.r.tuil..rt

In this passage rve can see another legacy from the Monadology, which is
the theory of expression to which the question of possession is strongry
linked. In fact, when Leibniz writes in The Discourse on Metaphys,ics
that 'when we carefr-rlly consider the connection of things we see also
the possibility of saying that there rvas always in the soul of Alexan-
der marks of all that had happened to him and evidence of all that
would happen to him and traces even of everything which occurs in
the universe, although God alone corrld recognise them all',26 and that
haecceity (thisness) or the singularity of 'Alexancler, is the particular
expression of the universe that he embodies; is this not what Tarde and
whitehead want to develop in saying that every part of the universe is
in one way or the other insicle the sr,rbject?

According to Tarde, a subject exists only in these conclitions: its
possessive ¿ìgency melds with its being. we will not, therefore, ask
r'vhat the reasons are for the subject's propensity to appropriate others,
as this would presuppose ends beyoncl those determined as ultimate in
Tarde 's example: 'lwlhat every beirrg wants is not to be appropriatecr to
others but to appropriate others'.27 The subject expresses its tendency
for expansion by using innumerable means to establish and to main-
tain temporary alliances, or to seduce in order to maximally encompass
other subjects. The expansion limits of the subject are never internal:
they come from resistances, limits and shifts imposed by other existing
subjects, who are likewise busy working on extencling their domination.

25^

26.j

2001),

),lhi_teheacl, Modes of Thought (Canb,-iclge: Carnbriclge lJniversity press, 19BB), p. 28.

-w Leibniz, Discours d'e mé,taphysique et autres teúes ú6(ii-1689)'1Èari., rturíriurron,
s8.
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A whoie microscopic stzrgc of wars, conqLtests, betraya,ls, arid pacifica'-

tions is thus played fbr each subject a dram¿r, that gets multiplied
ad i,nfi,nitum. The subjects lirnit one another internally, just as they

r:apture one another internally.
Even though Whitehead does not adopt a perception of the uni-

verse organised io this degree around the rather aggressive meterphor of
possession, he offers a similar conception of tlLe emergence of the si-rb-

ject by way of possession one that is more metaphysical and neutral.

The notion of 'prehension' is given, in \,Vhiieheacl's metaphysics, the

same status as that of 'capture' and 'possession' in Tarde's own work.

Whiteheäd, holvever, adds to this meaning a technical ancl metaphysi-

cal dimensiorr. According to Whitehearl, prehension is thr: activiiy by

which 'the many, which are the universe disjunctively, become the one

actual occaslon, which is the universe conjunctively. It lies in the nature

of things that the many enter into complex unity'.28 And Whiteliead

does not hesitate to articulate this system, placing himself in direct op-

position lvith Kant's philosophy: 'For Kant, tlie world emerges from

the subject; for the philosophy of organism [Whitehead's philosophy],

the subject emerges from the world'.29 In a word, the predicament here

is not centered on the way in r,vhich a given subject can experience the

worlrl, nor how it can relate to reality, but rather hou the world can

become a snbject, irow it can transform itself, and become a subjective

experience.3o And it is the emergence of the subject from insicle the
world tl-rat should now bc able to be grasped by the notion of the pos-

sessive activity of prehension. A1l this seems, according to Whitehead,
to happen as if the nniverse never ceased to be rnultiplied by the si-

multaneous emergence of points of contractions, that appear alongside

'subjects of nature'. Whitehead's 'cosmology' is a vision of the universe

as an endless process of contractions of all events that happened in new

subjective experionces.
The question is how to render the prehensive activity of tlie subject

in the Whiteheadi¿in sense more concretelv graspable. Deleuze devotes

28Whitehead, Process and. Reality, p. 21..

'?slbid. p. 88,
30The lerm 'contrâctions' rvas mainly used by H. Bergson to express the act of the memory

in experience. The conplete past expedence of a subject is contracted in one Point, rvhlch is
his actual experience. Cf. Henri Bergson, Iulati,ère et lulé,rnoire: Ess¡ti sur h Relation du Corps
it I'Esprit (Paris: Presses Lniversit¿rires cle France, 1990). Bergson's conccption of memory rvas

very influeniial for Whitehead's cosmology. What Ì3ergson clescribecl as à contraction of memory,
Whitehead rrsed as a contraction of the nniverse.

2? MS, p. Bg.
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surprising then in the fact that Leibniz came back to the question of

communication þetween the monads ancl adopted the iclea of i¡,uinct¿lu,m

stL,bstct,ntiale - a substantial chain that links the monads together.36

What founds the theory of expression is the presupposition of a com-

mon world which is multiplied, as Leibniz writes, by its perspectives but

nevertheless unique. For Tarde and lVhiteheacl on the other hand it is

bhe universe itself which muitiplies as it contr¿rcts itself, each subject

proclucing its own rLniverse through the operation of possessing the oth-
ers. It is literaliy an 'unfurling of divergent series', the interruption of

'incompgssibilities on the same st:rge, where Sextus will rape and nol
rape Lucretia, Where Caesar crosses and does not cross the Rubicon,

where Fang kllls, is killed, and neither kills or is killed'.37 Each subject

is the center of the emergence of a new universe which is nonetheless

formed by ihe same materials; but this time, other than for Leibniz.

this common material is not the expression of a preexisting universe

but only consists of the other captured subjects that have become ob-
jects within this new relation. What is at stake is no longer to know

how a common universe actualises itself within zr' nmltiplicity of subjects

but, the other way around, to know how this multiplicity can produce

one or several common universes. The individuation of beings does not
flow from a universe to these expressions of this universe (subjects),

but from the possessive agencies (a rnultiplicity of subjects) to gradual

concentrations, thus giving birth to more and more complex forms of
nature.

a chapter in The Fold to Whitehead entitled 'What is an Event?', in
which he gives a series of examples:

Plehension is an inclividual unity. Everything prehends its antececlents and its
concomitants and, by degrees, prehends the u'orld. the eye is a prehension of
l.ight. Lir.ing beìngs prehend rvater, soil, catbon, ancl salts. At a given moment
the pyrarnicl prehenrls Napoleon's solcliers (folty centuries ale contemplating
us), ancl inversely. 31

The interest Deleuze shows for the notion of prehension does not appear
solely in The Fold. Alreariy in D'ifference and Repetition, Deleuze used
notions akin to that of 'prehension', such as'contractions' or'contem-
platiorrs'. and connectetl these to a form of neo-Platonism, mainly to
that of Plotinus, using very similar examples:

By its existence alone, the lily of the fleld sings the gloly of the heavens,
the goddesses and gocls in other I'ords, the elements that it contemplates in
contracting. What organism is not made of elements and cases of repetìtion, of
contemplated and contractecl r.vater, nitrogen, carbon, chlorides and sulphates,
thereby intertrvining al1 the habits of rvhich it is composed? Organisms al'ahe
to the sublime lvords of the thircl Enneacl; all is contemplation!32

It is based on these observations that I would like to introdnce a radi-
cal distinction between, on one side, Tarde and Whitehead, and on the
other, Leibniz. If it is possible, to some extent, to establish a shared

interpretation between Leibniz, Tarde, and Whitehead, of the subject
as composed of everything that exists, a radical contrast must be made

between the logic of expression (Loibniz) and what I have proposed

to call the dynamics of possession (Tarcle and Whitehead). We must
substitute the concept of expression for the notion of possessÌon. As
DeLeuze has demonstrated, Leibnizian mon¿.r,ds are r:entres of expression

that presuppose the universe; or 'the world, as that which is expressed

in common by all monads, pre-exists its expressions'.33 Certainly, the
universe 'does not exist outside of what expressed it, outside the mon-
ads themselves; but these expressions refer back to what is expressed

as a requite for their constitution'.34 As Tarde described it, refusing
every influence from the monads, Leibniz made 'of each of them an

obscure room lvhere the whole universe of other monads rlepicts itself
in reduction and under a special point of view'.35 There is nothing

3lDeleuze, Tlrc Fold, p. 78.
32Gilles Deleuze, Difference anrl Repetition (\erv York: Columbia University Press, 1994), p.

75.
3slbid. p. 42.
34Ibid.
3É MS. p. 56.

The Modes of Consolidation in Nature

How does this rninimal definition of the subject expand to include all of
reality, enabling them to capture the particular trajectories that com-
pose different sclcial orders as lvell as orclers of nature, physics, and
biology? This question shapes the third grand operation of speculative
thought: the irrterpretation of modes of cclnsoliclation in nature, Sub-
jects, being only sheaves of possessive agencies eager to possess others,
are in turrr objects of possession themselves. Just as they are active
a'r,gents when it comes to integrating others, they become, at the very

36For more information on the introduction of the notion of Vinutlun in LeiÌ¡niz' philosophy,
see Blondel, Une Enigme Historique. Le 'Vinculun Substantiale' e,t I'Ebauche d'un Réalisme-

Supérieur (Paris: Gabriel Beauchesne, 1930); Boehm, I'e 'Vinculu'm Substantiale' c:lnz Leibniz
(Paris: \îin, 1938); or, more recently, Frémont, I'Etre et la ReLatior¿. Auec Tre,nte-se¡tt Lettres de

Leibniz au R.P. Des Bosses (Paris: \¡rin, 1981).
sTDeleuze, The Fokt, p. 93.
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same time, passive objects of possession for othtrr subjccts. In this way,
all subjects'are directiy connécted to one another-by.a set of relations,
for.minä, as I mentionêd before, real dynamics of collective existence.
Thev a"r'e active aIId passive at the samc time they lclain the power

to pbss*ss ancl to be posscssed. TheÏr, is nothing m()r'e to posirrla,l,e

it-ruir tt'r" immanent pto..ts of 'capturing',-'integrating', a¡d 'prehcnrl-
iuo'. und fi.om these'local 't,lationi 

in wñich each sub.icct is part of bhc

oiÏer', one can infet' a more complex social existence. Tarde gives an

á-rrtó rru-¡er of examples of the immanent activities that are at the
1,.-t nt all collectivc piocesses, from the most basic for'_m_ of re.aiity to
the most elaborate. Fôr example , in sociolog'ie et lvlonadologie, he does
nol hesitate to make a clirect-connectiorr bèt,,veen social and biological
organisations:

[...] since the accomplishment of the simplest, the most banal, thc most uni-

iorm social function though centuries; since, for instauce, the regular ove'all

movement of a pn-ocession ot' regiment demands, l'e knolv it, so many pt'ior

lessons, so rnany r'r,olds ancl effolts, so much mental energy spent almost on

pule loss what mental, or quasi-mental, enelgy spreacì in stl'eams is then

not neecled to proiluce these complicatecl maneuvers of simultaneously accom-

plished vital functions, not by thousands, but by billions of difÏerent actors,

each of them, rve have reasons to believe it, essentìally selfish, each of them

mutually as cliffelent as are citizens of a vast empirelss

Tarde does not mean that we would have the exact same reality fol a
cell as for a regiment or a procession, nof does he meân that if we h¿id

the most basic reality (such as a'cell'in ihis case) , we would be able

to explain the most complex one. But rather, on the contrary, Tarcle

completely reverses the perspective and demonstrates that in fact what

one considers to be a mânifestation of the most basic reality is in fact

the culrnination of an infirrite nllmber of actols as well as the elements

that produce or maintain them. what Tarde nLeans, and this connects

him tightly to Whitehead, is that even if there is no possible cornpalison

between all these modes of existence, they still require the same kind of

activities, ihey still emerge from dynamics that can be compared. There

are no similarities in their existence but there are identical requirements

involved in explaining their emergence.

This is the reason why both Tarde and whitehead do not hesitate

to use a similar generic term that at frrst sight might appear quite

removecl from any specr-rlative or cosmological concept, the notion of

'society': 'Any thing is a society, any phenomenon is a social fact'39

The use of the term 'society' is fundarnental. The notion of the spec-
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ulative subject that I have developed here is necessary only insofar as

it engenders the clear expression and interpretation of the meaning of

society. Ultimately, the success of specuiative philosophy will have to be

measurecl by its ability to give rneaning, not to the sr-rbject itself, but to

the emergence and the mode of existence of societies' It is importänt to

acknowledge the fact that the terrn 'society' does not, of course, refer to
Whitehead's and Tarde's philosophies in any particular alea of nature,

but acquires an unexpected extension: 'An ordinary physical object,

which has temporal endurance, is a society', a l:ock, a cell, a man, even

an idea are 'societies'.40 Everything that has durat'ior¿ and stab'il'istt'tion.

even in an imperceptible way, can be qualified as a society.

What is a society? Tarde provides an extremely simple answer to
this question, ancì it is exactly the same as that given by Whitehead

in Process and Real'ity: 'the reciprocai possession, of extrernely varied

kinds, of all by eerch'.41 In other words, a society is what I have been

calling the 'dynamic of possession', a multiplicity of operations by r'vhich

desirous and avid beings, by way of their encounters with one another,

and by way of their convergences, oppositions or alliances are held

together by bonds, as long as they are able, in a common history if r've

wish to investigate societies such as cells, bodies, and techniques, we will
have to explore a multiplicity of levels of organisation, all engenclered by

the immanent activities of iheir tnembers, constraining each other, and

assuming the common history that they are following. Whitehead gave

a famous example of such societies. When he asks'what is a man?',

lie gives an answer that provides all ihe elements of the emcrgcnce and

consolidation of societies: it 'is an historic route of actual occasions

which [...] inherit from each other', and Whitehead does not hesitate

to relay this question to more trivial ones in order to demonstrate that
all societies require others in orderr to exist, for example, the 'set of
occasions, dating from lris first acquirement of the Greek langr-rage and

including all those occasions up to his loss of any adequate knor'vleclge

of that language, constitutes a society in reference to knowledge of the
Greek ianguage. Such knowledge is a commorl cliaracteristic inherited
from occasion to occasion along the historic toute'.42

l0whiteheâcl, Process and Realitg, p. 35.
41Ms, p. 85.
a2$¡hitelreacl, Proces s anrl Realíty, p1:. 89-90

MS,
lvIS,

p. 52

p.58
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Using the term 'historic route', Whitehead shows that the dynamics
of possessions are not onÌy spatial, br-rt a1so, simultaneously, ternporal.
Each subject forming a society is interacting with his own past. Tarde
uses an expression that corresponds to the same idea: 'There is, in fact,
as properly social only the imitation of compatriots and forefathers, in
the broadest sense of the word'.43 Therefore, the dynamics apply as

such to the past; which is at the same tirne the subject and object of
possession. The past is what brings about the conflicts and enlivens the
subject; it also continuously transforms itself according to the current
dynamics. Thus, one finds again, in similar forms, in the relations of
tire subject to the past, the microscopic stage of wars, alliances, and
mobilisations that were described earlier. Every possession of a present

subject by another, echoes inside the whole past, with varying clegrees

of irrterrsity. The echoing effect ranges from the simplest indifference to
complete transformation not directly of the past events themselves,

but of the importance given to them, and the meaning they retain.
How do we go from individual possession to these massive sets of vast

amounts of 'different actors' that can be cells, processions. or regiments?
Tarde explains this by gradual concentrations that form true substantial
beings:

IA]ny harmonious, plofound, and intimate relation betrveen nattral elements,

creates a nelv and superiol element, lvhich in tuln cooperates to the creation
of another higher element; on each level of the laclcler, fì'om thc phenornenal

cornplexities of the atom to the self, passing by the more and mole complex
molecule, by the cell or the 'plastidrile' [organic molecule] of Haeckel, by the
organ and eventually by the organisrrì) r'e count as many nerv Ìreings as new
unities, . .44

Contrary to Leibniz, mutual possession creates 'harmonies' that are not
pre-established but emergent; and as such, every being finds himself in-
volved in new relations. This level is neither reducible to some end

tor'vards which the entities making part of would tend * nor to its com-

ponents. Its existence is literally characterised by its shaping, through
its new interactions with other societies, the milieu to which the sub-
jects that gave birth to it will be connected, expressing the 'unceasing
tendency of internal small harrnonies to exteriorise and to progressively

amphly'.*"

43Ms, p. 81.
44M,9, pp. 67-68.
45 MS, p. !07.
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The Functions of a Speculative Empiricism

The speculzrtive interpretation of the notion of the subject takes place

in the more general context of the conbempor¿rry re-emergence of sperc-

ulative philosophy. To the question of whether it is possible to develop

speculative propositions in the sense of propositions concerning the
multiple modes of existence of nature as such - the answer to which

I have tried to bring meaning, from Tarde and Whitehead, is thai it
would require three intertwined gestures defining together the speculä-

tive interpretation of nature: the first of these gestures is to undertake a

critique ôf the anthropological paradigm. By anthropological paradigm

I mean the tenderrcy, more or less explicit, to polarise ¿r,11 forms of ex-

perience of nature to the exclusive one of the human subject, through
the exploration of human faculties and their transfer to other realities

in nature. In this sense speculative philosophy mr"rst undertake a new

critique of the categories that were put at the root of the anthropologi-
cal inquiry. Secondly, we must re-appropriate the notion of the subject,

distingr-rishing it from the anthropological moclel and giving it a new

extension. In order to do this, it is essential at this point to put for-
ward, especially when it comes to assembling a series of abstractions,

what might be the minimum required in order to be able to conslder the
subject. This is an oporation that characterises speculative philosophy:

for each concept there is a point that marks the limit, or a,s Whiteheacl
puts it, an 'ultimate' point, upon which this concept may acquire its
own nieaning and its own substance, but beyond which it will simply
become an element derived from another concept. We can establish
minimal components that belong to it, such as the notions of prehen-

sion, of noteworthy actions, or even) as we have seen, of possessive

activities. The 'subjects of nature' may thereby become the primary
terms for an investigation into the modalities of the existence of nature,
leading then to the oppositions between the subject and nature or to
the various bifurcations that separate nature into fields such as physics,

biology, and social sciences; thirdly, we must follow the specific modes

of associations between subjects. This is the whole field of the dynam-
ics of possessions, and Tarde describes its program in Mona,dolog'ie et

Soc'iolog'ie: 'For thousands and thousands of years, we have been cata-
loging the different modes of beings as well as the different clegrees of
being, and no one has ever hacl the idea to classify the different species
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by differeni degrees of possession'.'16 Following thls notion of 'subjects
of nature' we cotLld establish both what there is in comrgon between

the modes of association and what kinds of differences there are in their
pragmatic trajectories, especially when considering the milieu in which

they exist. We would have a very particular form of speculative philos-

ophy that would no longer necessarily be opposed to empiricism. If the

determination of abstractions that enable us to define the minimal sub-
ject of nature cloes in fact belong to speculative philosophy, the question

of the singular modes of association between subjects and of the trajec-
tories and environments in which they exist, belong to empiricism, an

empiricism that has been enlarged and that is nolv capable of moving

about on the field of the multiplicity of modes of experience in nature.

Realisrn of the image and general
praxeoltgy in Simondon's course
Imag'inat'ion et'inu ent'ion

Anne Lefebvrel

Irnaginali,on et tnuent'ion is a course Gilbert Simondon gzive at the Sor-

bonne during the first semester of the academic year of 1965-1966 - at

the Iristitut de la rue Serpente. It was given in the context of a general

psychology coulse, which lvas, at the time, obligatory for obtaining a

degree in philosophy. Simondon, whose oeuvre did not receive the ex-

pected recognition, at least in the milieu of philosophy, thus taught in

a department of psychology.2 It is hnrdly surprising then, given this
context, that this corLrse was initially pr"rblished in the Bullet'in de p,sy-

chologie, in successive pa,rts, from November 1965 to NIay 1966.3

In all iikelihood, this course answered a request by the clirector of

his thesis, Georges Canguilhem. The latter had been, in his role of

'inspecteur généraL', irr charge of preparing the agrégat'ion and the no-

tion at the heart of the program of the general lesson that yeal'was,

preciselv, 'the imagination'. This second circumstance may explain the

\itle Imaginat'ion et'inuen,tr,on, when the title hand-written in the mar-

gins of the manuscript would undoubtedly have been more appropriate:

"Images mentales et inventions".4 Ftom the start one must avoid a mis-

1I am grateful to Cécile \Ialaspina for her attentive translation.
2In 1957 Simondon prepared and submitted a principal fhesis, L'indiuid,uation ò, La lumiè,re des

not'ions ¡le forne et d,'information (Paris: \rlillion, 2005), hereadter ILFI, ancl a complementary

thesis, Dz mod,e d.'eristence des objets teclmi'ques (Paris: Aubier, 1958, 1989), herea.fter MEO?
While the complementary thesls rvas soon publishecl and provoked great intetest, not least by tech-

nologists, the reception of his principal thesis rvas muted by its nore than arbitrar¡, publication.
The first tlvo pârts of this main thesis rvere published in 1964 as L'indiuidu et sa genèse'pltysico-

bi,olog'ique (Paris: PiJF, 1964), but it was only in the year of Simondon's death in 1989 that the
third and fourth parts of this thesis rvere published as L'indiuiduat'ion psychique et collect'iue (

Paris: Aubier, 1989; 2007).
3In this review the course was entitled 'L'imagination et l'invention'. It is only in Octol¡er 2008

that this course was published in its entirety (Chatou: Editioils de la Transparence, 2008), edition
by Nathalie Simonclon, presentâtion by Jean-Yves Château), hereafter IM1N

aThis is accorcling to Jean-Yvcs Château in his presentation of the course in its 2008 eclition,
p. XIL'16,1,1,S, p. 89.
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understanding regarding the content of this course. Mercly reading the
preface allows one to realize an important point and to avoid an am-
biguity otherwise inherent in the title Imøgination et ,inuenttor¿. For
Simondon what is at stake is not to present a theory of the imagination
- at least in so far as this implies a particular faculty of the subject.
Simorrdon instead proposes to construct zi theory capable of apprehend-
ing the image in the reality of its genetic becoming,s a 'theory of the
image'.6 It will come as no surprise to those who have read his two
theses that Simondon chooses a genetic approach to the image in this
course.

This article will present the absolutely singular coordinates of a real-
ism of the image, which Simondon is led to adopt. I rvill show that the
theory of the cycle of the image does not content itself with escaping
the frame of classical psychology, but errables the prolongation of the
profound reform of psychology initiated by Simondon in his principal
thesis.

Simondon clearly intends to adopt ¿i, realist position with respect to
the image - indeed for hirn this does rrot lead back to the perspective
of a psychology * at least in the classical sense of a theory of the sub-
ject and of its faculties, In this regard Simondon clearly expresses his
distrust of the very term imagination, born from the theory of the fac-
ulties: it risks 'inclucing an error, since it attaches images to the subject
that produces them, and tends to etxclude the hypothesis of a primitive
exteriority of images with respect to the subject'7. Simondon intends
undoing this interpretation 'in terms of subjectivity' that has prevailecl,
according to him, since the 17th century. an interpretation of which the
thinker of the 'imagining consciousness' that his contemporary Sartre
is, is stili a representative. As a matter of fact Sartre is the author of the
famous theory of the imagination which fully assumes the subjectivist
presupposition from which Simondon wants to free himself; for him the
image is the expression of the force of negation of a conscien ce for-itself.
It is nevertheless essential to understand fully what Simondon aims at
right from his introduction. If Sartre is wrong to see the image as the

6 IMIN. p.3, 'This course presents a theory: the aspects of the mental image, rvhich furnish the
matter of discussions and of already publishecl studies do not corresponcl to diflerent species of
reality, but to stages of a single activity subject to a derelopmental process',

6IM11{. preanble, p. 3.
7 IMIN. p.7,
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product of consciousness alone, for Simondon it will not be aborrt hop-

ing to return the work of imagination to th¿lt which woulcl still be a

consciousness of the world, as phenomenology will do.

For Simondon the urgency is rather to free our thinking of the image

from a presupposition, which has become attached to this position as

its reverse, in favonr of an 'imagining consciousness': the surreptitious
reduction of the image to the reality of a conscious representation. In
his complementary thesis, Simondon already denounces the fact that
for the most part ihe thought of the image has persisted in attributing
a privilege to form or representation. He wanted to show then that one

cannot unclerstancl the invention of a form or of a representation. with-
out positing the existence of a 'funcl of images'8 if not non-c<)nscious,

then at least sub-conscious - a fund from which its very representation

would precisely have to take its actuality and even its'vitality'. He

acknowledges the merit of Freud's affirmed of the existence of a fun-
damental mental reaiity escaping consciousness. But he proceeds to
denounce the latter's conception which, whose analysis of the process

of repression, is based on a site already inhabited by 'representations'.

Simondon signals in his preface that the reduction of the image to con-

sciousness is one of the major obstacles to the adoption of a genetic
perspective on the image. tr'or Simondon 'nothing proves that even in
the best case consciousness exhausts all the reality ofthis local activity'.
Simondon proposes to compare the image io ihe living parasite that is
the mushroom: 'there are mushrooms that do not produce this visible
part; they proliferate nevcrtheless, their action on the milieu is no less

powerful'.9

Sartre will also play the role of a connter-figure hidden in the shadow

of this course, possibly as the last representative of a tradition that, in
the name of freedom, refuses poirrt-blank that a mental reality might
escape consciousness - a claim testified by his famous categorical refusal
of the hypothesis of the sub-conscious. Just afTerr having quoted Sartre,
Simondon writes: 'But why exclude as illusory the characters by which
an image (...) presents iiself by itself, according to its owrr forces, in-
habiting consciousness as an intmder who comes to disturb the order of
a house where he had not been invited?'10 The large reference Simon-

8\,IEOT, pp.58-60
S IMIN, p.+.

toIMIN,p.7.
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don m¿rkes to Lucretius. whom he counts among 'the most rationalist
of ancient philosophers' perfêctly counters the modern rationalism that
is ready to sacrifice the effective reality of the image in order to save

the morals of the wi1l.11 Simondon takes up in his or,vn account the
argument according to which the image disposes of a f orce that attests
to its presence in a mental space the image being mental, according
to a purely topological sense of the term, only in so far as it is a reality
situated in the individual subject producing its effects on the activity
or the praxis of the individual it 'inhabits'.

Simondon's project of a realism of the image is, however, not in the
least reducible to that of Lucretius. For Sirnondon the mental image
cannot be understood as an object or a physical reality such as the
famous theory of simulacra exposed in book IV of De Rerum Natura.
Simondon declarcs, singularly, that ihe image is a,n 'intermediary reality
betlveen object and subject.l2 What does this mean? Firstly that the
image must find its origin this sicle of the traditional opposition of the
sr-rbject and the object: in life - by which we understand biological life
in the organism properly speaking. For Simondon the image proceeds
from a certain degree of organisation of the living organism. Highly
centralised organisms, starting from the most mobile, are endowed with
a highly integrative nervous system. Its development enables the indi-
vidual to 'defer' the realisation of a gesture prepared by gror,vth. Prim-
itively, the image will have to be conceived of as a motor schema that
the nervous system was able to 'put in rcserve'. Conserved in the state
of a poterntierl, this schema can later be mol¡ilised; the image is thus
a behaviour that is virtually ready.13 The image has, primitively, the
status of anticipation first realised at the level of motricity.

If Simondon renounces a traditional psychological analysis, he learrs,
on the contrary, on recent discoveries in ethology. He adopts the st¿rte-

ment made by Jennings about the primacy of motricity over sensoriality.
The brownoïd movements of the most inferior organisms, which for the
most part 'get nowhere' and which can thus not be interpreted accord-
ing to the schema of 'stimulus-reaction'; ihey testify to a endogenous
activity which constitutes. according to Simondon, 'the most primitive
aspect of that which wili becorne the genesis of anticipatory images in

tt IluIIN, p.B.
t2IMIN, p.7.
t3C|. IluIIN, p. 30-31.
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organisms possessing a highly centralised and strongly telecephalised

nervous system.14 Simondon's strong point consists, in the end, in a

radically genetic posture, in subtracting the image from the primacy of
perceptive experience. Here the image precedes perception. Note that
such a conception of the image forbids the return to a phenomenolog-

ical perspective, be it that of Merleau-Ponty to whom Simondon owes

a lot in discerning his probiems. Far from being the result of the in-

terrtional exploration of a rnilier-r, the image is the beginning of a local

and endogenous anticipation. Far fì'om owing its existence to a mini-
mal subjectivity - that of a behaviour or of an 'I can'15 - the image is

insteacl t'hat which serves the primitive organisation of this behaviour.

How does Simondon hencefbrth conceive of the genetic development

of such images, understood as 'quasi-organisms'? We rnust take seri-

ously their qualification as 'parasites' which Simondon gives to mental
images.16 The image in fact owes its subsistence to the organism, which
serves as its support, but it develops in a relatively independent way

from the latter. For Simondon the becomin g sub spec'ie of the formatiorr
of a system of images as constituting a 'sr"rb-set' in the organism. Firstiy
this system goes thror-rgh three developmental phases, which form the
properly mental cycle of the image: anticipation, experience and sys-

tematisation. In anticipation, before experience, ima,ges subsist in a

separate state and go through a sponttrneous growth; the image consti-

tutes an 'embryo of activity and perception' which develops by itself.

In motor-perceptive experience the image 'becomes a r,vorld rvelcoming
information from the milieu and a source of the response schemata to
these stimulations' and thus effectively functional; the images organise

themselves in 'interior groupings that are correlated according to dimen-
sions of the rapport between organism and milieu'. Finally, after the
interaction r.vith the milieu, according to ¿in affective-emotive echo, the
images organise themselves 'according to a systematic mode of liaison,
of evocations and of communic¿rtions' wliich draw a 'veritable mental
world'by which the subject 'possesses an analogue of the mental lvorld,

r4CT. IMIN, p. 31: Simondon observes that in a milieu that lìas ceased being homogeneous, a
l<inetic condnct rvould be dangerous. He lvrites: 'spontaneous conducts of anticipation can onl¡,'
be aclaptive if they rernain virtual, as an attempt remaining inside the organism, a fictional tr¡.
that does not leads to an act only once the reception of perceptual coordinates that enable the
adjustment to the real milieu',

15Cf, l,lerlean-Pottly, La phénornénologie d,e la perception, (Paris: Gallimard. 1945: 1976).
tÊ IMIN. p,9.
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itself Ìraving its constraints, its topology, its complex modes of access'.17

It is essential to note that these phases clo not in the least correspond to
images of different nature; they corresporrd only to three 'aspects' (mo-
tor, cognitive anci affective-emotive) which coexist in the image. This
is to say ihat the image is conceived as a 'reserve' of an activity that
deploys itself according to a triple climension of perceptive-cognitive
and affective-symbolic anti<tipation. This is precisely what motivates
Simondon to talk of a succession <>f phases and not of moments. These
as'pects are, fìnally, distinct only from the point of view of activities or
of functiclns that 'employ' the image - a same image may well serve
the development of different activities or functions. Note, by the way,
in this regard that Simondon's preface condemned the conception of
different faculties (imagination, perception, memory) for being defined,
as if through the eflect of a'reversed genesis',18 according to 'the dom-
inant tasks: anticipatiorr, perception, recailing'. This conception was

to constitute a'conceptual barrage', tlie seconcl major obstacle to the
comprehension of the genetic theory of the image, since it led to the
suppositiorr of the existence of different kinds of images, where what is
at stake is to grasp the unique process of development of this local and
endogenous activity that is the image.le

Further on the perspective of phases of the image will allow operating
a major reversal of the traditional rapport of the image to psychology:
if the image cannot be cornprised in the frame of traclitiorial psychology,
the becoming of thc image must renew its account of the emergence of
psychical functions in the living being. In truth this thought of the im-
age comes to resolve a problem that had remained suspended at the end
of his analysis of psychic individuation irr his principal thesis. In order to
avoid the double anthropological presupposition of a thought reserved
to man arrd the return of a dualism of body and mind2O, Simondon
made the hypothesis of a splitting of the vital functions into psychic
and somatic functions in more developed living beings. The thought

17 IMIN, p.79.
18I borrorv thìs expression from Simondon, rvho uses it in the introcluction to his principaì thesis

for a critique of the explarations of the process of individuation in trâditional philosophy. ItrIl,
p. 23.

ts IMIN, p.4,
20ILFI, p. 268: 'Ät the beginning the incìividuatcd being a soul anrì a body; it constructs

itself as such by inclividualising itself, doubling itself stage after stage. There is not a psychic
individuation as such, but an indiviclualisation of the living being rvhich gives rise to the somatic
and tìre psychic'.
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of the image specifies the effective potential of this splittÌng: mental

images charged by these three aspects will be conceivecl 'as strttctur¿ll

and functional sub-sets of this organisecl activity that is the psychic

activitY'21
In order to understand better what is implied by the role of this 'sub-

set' in the organism, we must return to Simondon's conception of the
process of individua/isat'ion that defines the living being. Here Simon-

don takes up the individual-milieu couple that Canguilhem presented

for unclerstanding of the normativity of ihe living being.22 But he does

so in or{er to make a generic r,1se of it. All inclividuation indivi<ìu-

ation being alwavs that of a system for Simondon gives rise to the
appearance of an individral and a milieu, including in the case of a
physical individuation. In truth what is at stake is to conceive of the
operation of individuation as of that of a being in so fa,r as it is a becom-

ing. This extension of the pertinence of this schema to an ontological

perspective, while it crosses the epistemological limit of the knowledge

of life given by Canguilhem, is precisely what will allow Simondon to
undo all metaphysical claims towards life: to think a mere difference

of reg'ime between the physical individuation ancl vital individuation.
Note that from the start living inclividuation does not presuppose the
reality of a complex living organism, but only of a more complex system

of individuation. In the living system of indivicluation the transduction
of informatìon is qualifred by Simondon as 'inclirect'. The living be-

ing goes through a process of internal integration and differentiation
two functions that Simondon explicitly compares to information and

action, consciously using a psvchological vocabulary, Iike Canguilhem,

for heuristic ends. Resolving the difference of the functions happens

according to a process of internal resonance that Simorrdon compares

to affectivity.z3 This internal resolution accounts for the formation of
an interiority, which constitutes in itself a relay in its relation to a mi-
lieu that becomes associated to it. The living being is the act of a
double relation to itself and to its milieu that always remains prob-
Iematical for itself. Thus after a first individuation that delivers its
specific nature, it indiviclu¿lise.ç itself. Finally we must note that in or-
der to explain the appearance of this new vilal regime of individuation,

2r IMIN, p.rB.
22Cf. Cangnilhem, Le normal et Ie qtathologirlue (Paris: PtF, 1966; 2009)
23For iÌris analysis, cf. ILFI. p.158-160.
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which already srlpposes the indiviclu- ali,satdon of the individual, or that
the living being constitutes a problematical interiority and becomes a
polarised being whose haecceiiy is functional, Simondon relies on the
hypothesis of a neoteny in the slorving down of the rhythm of psychic
individuation.2a It is, however, precisery this schema of deveroprnentar
neoteny that simondon will use to think the constitution of images. It
is at least possible to read the fact that images are ,put in reseLve, as
non-actualised motor schemas, or as differer] gesture, in the light of such
a process. simondon explicitly compales the tlevelopment of the inrage
at the heart of the living organism to the process of de-phasing which
one can observe in certain ontogenetic processes of living beings or more
clearly in the ontogenesis of behaviour processes such as they make
different speeds of growth or cycres differentiated cycres of deveropment
¿ìppear. It is important to understand the extent to which images will
play the role of a supplemerrrztry reløy of i'formation at the heart of the
organisrn' serving rhe amplr,fi.cation of the relational activity the living
being ceaselessly entertains with its milieu in a life that is strictly speak-
ing biological. An analogy will allow us to clarify simondon's position:
the system of images functions precisely as a 'reray of amplification,.

It is, ultimately, as an irrstrument of the riving being's serf-reguration
that the image, as pow.r and knowledge reserve, r;onditions the emer-
gence of a 'psychic' activity that deploys itself in a threefold dimension
of anticipation. perception/cogrrition and affection/emotion. simondon
wants to show that the image in fact never ceases to be the effective
support of the organisatÍon of the psychic activity of thought, and not
to rcduce this activity of thought to the mere procluction of images.25
At this stage, we must nevertheless note that the becoming of thìs re-
lay, the image, is not only due to ilie three constituent phases of the
image's mentai cycle. we must also take invention into consideration
as the fourth and last phase of the becoming of the image - its critical
phase so to speak. Invention 'marks the end of a cycle and the begin-
ning of a new cycle, each cycle comprises three phases: anticipation,
experience and systematisation'.26 This critical phase emerges when
the system of symbolic images is saturated or incapabre of integrating
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incidental information. The system is led to reorganise itself uncler the

effect of the incidental given whose integration it enables; in the prob-

Iematical invention there is recurrence of the dimension of the solution

on the position of the problem.

Invention cannot be conceived as a secondary probiem, attached to
the mere 'regional' problem of the historical progress of technology ln
fact, far from supposing a theory of the imagination to be achieved

and starting from the designation of a particular case of application of
creative imagination, the concept of invention participates here in the

revision pf the classical problem of the imagination ancl of the under-

standing'of the becoming of the image in its entirety. Invention will
precisely have to account for the progress of a 'primary, secondary and

formal leve| "or in a reJl,ertue sense" of the activity of the image, i.e.

the functionai relation of the individual to a milieu, a territory and fi-
nally a world. Invention will have to account for the co-gerresÌs of the
image and the activity of the relation to the world, which it sustains.

Simondon writes: 'The primary leverl can be called biologlcal or vital:
it is this one that implies the participation of the whole organism [...]
the secondary level, which one can call psychological, even if this term
is not satisfactory, implies in the local activitv constituting the images

a more specialised participation of the nervous system; instead of en-

gaging directly with the organism in each situation in relation to the
milieu, it develops an mental analogue of this primary relation [...] there

may finally be a third level of the activity of images, which one would
have to call formal or, in a certain sense, reflexive, because it operates

systematisations that are effectuated from the point of view of a subject

dominating his relation to his milieu'.27 Note that the image sustains

a relation at the primary level still carried by the body to the world,
in order to become more and more formal. From this perspective the
activity we generally call 'psychic' is far from proceeding from a dualism

of body and mincl.

The progress accorcling to 'Levels' of the cycle of images finally resit-
uates the so-cailed'psychological' functions at a level Simondon prefers

to qualify as 'secondary'. Each of these traditional psychological func-

tions, imagination, perception and memory, lvill have to be studied in
themselves, in each part of his conrse, Ìn the perspective of their de-

24c1. ILFI,p. tlz.
2ssimondon shorvs horv the image of the ólan sustains Bergson,s notion of int'itìon. 1M11r', p

61.
2Ê IMIN, p. 19. '27 IMIN, p. 20.
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of the genesis of behaviour presented in Structure du cornportementsj

will appear as not genetic enor-rgh, while Simondon's conception of the
image alone enablers the thought of ¿r,n effective genesis of the individ-
ual's relation to the world and thrrs the undoing of the subject-object
dualism. What remains is the need to cliscover how the original concept

of invention Simondon depioys in the last part of his course or the
conception of a problematical act of invention, itself subject to tlegrees

up to the concretisation of the image in a created object rvill be able

to undo the Bergsoni¿'¡n dualism betlveen fabric¿ltion arrcl crr:ation and

brings us, not Lo lhe dereali,sation of the created object, but to i\s rel,-

at'iu'isation that is to say to nnderstancìing it not ¿ls the other of the
subject, but as an intermedizr,ry reality between man and a milieu that
is both natural arrd social.

66

veiopment according to the primary' seconclary and formal level' 
'The

'psychological' activity will hàve to be profoundly relativised in the lighi

of the perspective of a general praxeology' without in the least implv-

ing tt't"i, dàrealisation' 'General' because it does not presuppose any

kind of anthropological division as such' the animal alreacly being con-

sidered as a psycho-'o*u"t being Simondon ri¡fuses to return to the

anthropological presupposition of thought as the privilege of man'

Finally, the theory of the cycle of the image must allow tis to clar-

ify the problem of tt-t" gen"sis of the symbolic relation to the world

in life. Here the reflection on invention cannot constitute a secondarv

developmerrt for any 
'f 

intt"' concerned with thinking 'the inherence of

signification to bei,''g;'28 We must stress the extent to which Simon-

don enables us to retake an<ì. clisprace the perspective of Merreau-Pontv,

who sought to u..ottnt-for the genesis of the relation man has to the

worrd on the basis of a perceptivã reiation. strictry speaking, simonclon

will locate tn" image i'n o'gu''-'it life' not beyond but'this side'-of the

oppositÍon of subject an¿ ãUjt"t' If the irnage becornes lhe effectr'ue

support, for Simondon, of ar ontogenetic progress of the relation the

individualmaintainswiththemilier.r,theterritoryandfrnallytheworld,
itisonconditionthatitbeseizedintheplenittrdeofitsgeneticbecom-
ing. The image exceeils perceptive experience which is only one of its

phases. Simondon ,tntt' ihut it is precisely in itself at the origin of the

crialecticar schema. Th" profourrd relativity of perception for simonclon

must give the image a nåw function in the organisation of the effective

symbolical relation to the world' valicl for the existence and irrscription

of activity in the wortd'2e The theory of the image 
lttows 

Si111don to

untie himself from Merleau-ponty,s conception of the image as inade-

quate for thinking tf'" t'u" gi:n'ii' of the relation of the individual to

the worlcl. If Merieau-Ponty"turns the image tnl'o a relct'tion of the living

being to the world, he reduces the image to the level of a perceptive

reiation,whereitbecornesthesiteofanexpressiverelationconstltuted
as a quasl ,r:un"""ããnìul, o'igl'lu'y mode of donation of a being' of

which the i,oug"'uÇ l' o"ty a'iuptìcation [doublure] The conception

28Cf. ILFI,P35
2sCf. IMIN.p. 20-21: 'synthcsis oî equal proportions of encìogenous motor -energy 

and of

i'formation coming ïrom u* -iiiãn' ;; ;ìi; ;; of th" tlttut ohaõs the image has become 'a

corrcrcie s)-mbol ol tho 
'olo"nn 

ntìti"" 
'hn 

suhjer'l ând ttt" *itinu l l a point of insprtiorr of thc

nrental actilitv in the nrilieu'

30(Paris: P{-F, 1942r 2006)
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Concepts, Time) and Tbuth

Daniel W. Smithl

What is Deleuze's concept of a concept? ln Wh'at is Philosophy?,

Deleuze arid Guattari faniously define philosophy as an activity that
consists in 'forming, inventing, and fabricating concepts'.2 Deleuze

seems to;have helcl to thls conception of philosophy as the creation of
concepts from the very start of his career.3 'The power of a philosophy',

he wrote in one of his early books, 'is measurecl by the concepts it cre-

ates, or whose meaning it rejuvenates concepts that impose a new sct

of divisions on things ancl actions.'a Everl in high school, he recounts,

when he was first introduced to philosophy, concepts struck him with
the samc force as literary characters, havirrg their own temperament

and vitality, and populating their own landscapes.s It was not until

lAn early version of this paper rvas presented at the rvorkshop entitled 'Betrveen Deleuze and
Simondon', 18-19 September 2009, Palazzo Pesaro-Papa;fava, Ycnice, Italy, rvhich rvas ihe fourth
rvorkshop sporrsored by the European \eirvork in Contemporary French Philosophy. I am indebted
to the founders and organìzers of thc netu'orh: lliguel de Beistegui, Arnold I. Davidson, Frécléric

trVorms, and ì,Iauro Carbone,
2cilles DeÌeuze a¡d Félix Guattari, What is Philoso¡thy?, trans. Graham Burchell ald Hugh

Tomlinson (London: Verso, 1994), p. 2, hereafter WP, ci|ing I'rieclrich \ietzsche, The Will to
Power, trans. Walter l(aufman and R. J. Hollingdale (Nerv York: Random House, 1967), $409,
220: Philosophers 'must no longer accept concepts as a gift, nor merely purify and polish them,
but must frrst nake and create them, present them and make them convincing'. Whitehead seerns

to have had a sirnilar conception of philosophy: 'Progress in truth. . . is mainly zr, progress in the
framing of concepts.' Allred \orth Whitehead, Religion ín tln Making (Nelv York: Fordham,
1996), p, 131.

3Guattari, rvho did not explìcitly assume the mantle of a philosopher, seems to havc seen the
activity of thought in a different vein, preferring the production of florvs or diagrams over the
creation of concepts (Gilles Deleuze, Two Reg'imes of Madness (Semiotext(e), 2006), p. 238, here-
alter TRM). For analyses of Guattari's'cliagrammaticism', see Gary Genosko, Félir Guattari: An
Aberrant Intro¡l,uction (London: Aihìone, 2002), and Jannell Watson, Gzaúfori's Di,agrammatic
Thought (London: Continuum, 2009), The publication of Guattari's The Anti-Oed'ipus Papers
(\eu' York: Semiotext(e), 2006) opened an interesting rvindow into Guattari's working meth-
ods. For a Levielv, cf. Daniel W. Smith, 'Inside Out: Guattari's Anti-Oed'ipus Papers', Radical
Philosophg 140 (\ov-Dec 2006), pp. 35-39,

aGilles Deleuze, Expressionism in Philosophy: Spinoza t,rans. by llartin Joughin (\crv York:
Zone Books, 1992), p. 321, hereafter 8P,5. Although it rvas published in 1968, François Dosse notes
that Deleüze had largely completed his secondary thesis ou Spinoza (Erpressionism'in Philosophy:
Spinoza) in the late 1950s, before the publication of Nietzsche ancl Philosophy in 1962. See

François Dosse. Gilles Deleuze and, Félit Guattarí: Intersecting Liue.s, trans. Deborair Glassman
(\erv York: Columbia Lniversity Press, 2010), pp. 118, 143.

5G. Deleuze, L'Abécédaire d,e GiIIes Delettze, (Patis: \{orÌtpârnâsse, 2004), E.
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late in his Life, however, tn What i,s Philosophy? (L99I), that Deleuze,

working with Guattari, finally proposed his own 'analytic of concepts',
to borrow Kant's phrase, reaching the point where he could ask, 'What
have I been doing all my life?'6 Deleuze cornpared the book, in pass-

ing, to Kant's Cri,ti,que of jud,gem,ent, ancl the comparison is an apt one:

both are works of o1d age, lvritten at a time when thinkers often have

little new to say, their 'systems' already being well-established.T Yet

Kant's third critique is a book bristling with new concepts, pushing at
ihe limits of Kant's carefully constructed architectonic, zr,nd setting the

stage for Romanticism arrd what u/e now cal1, precisely, post-Kantian
philosophy. In a similar manner, What is Philosoythg?, far from being

the self-reflective culmination of Deleuze's career, is much more his be-

queathal to future philosophy, a handing-off of the baton, a plethora
proposing new concepts and problems functioning as so many vectors

to be taken up by future thinkers. What follows is little more than art

attempt to take some tentative steps down a number of those vectors.

The Becoming of Concepts

One of the most obvious features of Deleuze's analytic of concepts lies

in the fact that, from a DeLeuzian perspective, concepts do not have an

identity but only a becoming. In his preface to the Italian translation of

Log'ic of Sense, for example, Deleuze himself briefly charts the becoming

of one of lris own conccpts: the concept of intensity.s ln D'iJJerence and

Repettt'ion (1968), he notes, the concept of intensity is primarily related

to the dimension of depth. In Logic of Sense (1969), the concept of

intensity is retained, but it is now related primarily to thc dimension

of surface - s¿ìme concept, but different components. In Anti,-Oedi,pus

(7972), the concept enters a third becoming that is related to neither

depth nor surface: rising and falling intensities are now events that take

6WP,p. 7, For a difierent approach to Deleuze's analytic of concepts, oriented around the no-

tionof theevent,seeDaniel\\r.Smith,"'I(norvledgeofPureEvents": A\oteonDeleuze'sÄnalytic
of Concepts', in Eredgnis au! Französisch. Zum Erfahrungsbegriff d'er französischen Gegenuart-
sphilosoqthie: Temporalität, Freiheit, Spraclrc, ed. by )larc Rölli (llunich: WiÌhelm Fink-Verlag,
2003), pp. 363-74.

7 WP, p. 2. Deleuze consideretl lhe Critique ol Jud,gernent to be 'one of the most important
books in a.11 of pÌrilosophy' (Gilles Deleuze, Iecture of 31 ìIar 1981, avaiìa}le from lvebdeìeuze.com.

Heraftcr lectures are referred to by clate only).
8 ?-RM, pp. 65-6.

place on a body without organs.e One mighi ¿idd a fourth becoming to
Deleuze's list: in lVhat is Phi,losoph'g?, the concept of intensity is used to
describe the status of the components of concepts, which ale determined

as intensive rather than extensive (which is one way in which Deleuze

distinguishes himself from Frege, for lvhom concepts are extensional) .

In other words, the concept of intensity does not stay the same even

witiiìn Deleuze's own corpus; it r,rndergoes internal rnutations.l0

To this, one must add the fact ihat many of the concepts Deleuze

utilises have a long 'becoming' in the history of philosophy, which he

relies on.and appropriates, and into which Deleuze's own work on the
concept is inserted. The distinction between extensive and intensive
quantities, for instance, dates back to meclieval philosophy and Plot-
inus. Deleuze's concept of mr"rltiplicity - to take another example
was first formulated mathematically by Bernard Riemann, in his non-
Euclidean geometry, who in turn linkerl it to Kant's concept of tlie
manifold. Both Husserl and Bergson adopted Riemann's concept for
their own philosophical purposes, and Deleuze first rvrote about the
concept with regard to Bergson's distinction between two types of mul-
tiplicity (corrtinuous and dÌscrete), which Deleuze developed in his own
manner, and considered one of the funclamental problems of contempo-
rary thought.ll On this score, one of the great texts in the history of

eSee also Giìles Deleuze, Desert'islands anrl Otl¿er Texts, 1953-1971 (Semiotext(c), 2004) p.
261: 'I've unclergone a change. The surface-depth opposition no longer concerns ne. Wh¿t
interests ne norv is the relationships betl'een a full body, a body rvitltout organs, and florvs that
migrate,'

roThe same is tme of Deleuze's other concepts as rvell. The concept of aflect, for example, first
arises in Deleuze's Nork on Spinoza, lvhere it designates the passage from one intensity to arother
in a finite mode, rvhich is experienced as a joy or a sadness. In A Thousand Plateaus and What Is
Philosophy?, however, the affect is no longer'the passage from one li1,ed stâte to another', but has
assumed an autonomous status -. along l'ith percepts as a becoming that takes place between
two multiplicities. See WP, p. 173: 'The afiect is not the passage from one lived state to another
but man s nonhumarr becoming.'

rlwhat is important to Deleuze is not only the concept of multiplicity, nor even the types of
multiplicities he aralyses, but the relations and transformâtions betrveen these types (WP, p.
152), that is, the transforrnation from the continuous to the discrete, from the problematic to the
axiomatic, the intensive to the extensive, the nonmetric to the metric, the nondenumerable to the
denumerable, the rhizonatic to the arborescent, the smooth to the striated, the molecula¡ to the
molar, and so on. When asked about the concept of'micro-physics' in the 1981 intervierv l'ith
Àrnaud Villari, Deleuze respondecl: 'The distinction betrveen macro and micro is very important,
but it perhaps beÌongs more to Félix thar to myself. For me, it is rather the distinction betrveen
two types of multiplicities. For me, that is the essential point: that one of these two types refers
to micrornultiplicities is only a consequence. Even for the problem of thought, and even for the
sciences, the notion of multiplicity, as introduced by Riemann, seems much more irnportant than
that of microphysics.' Arnaud \¡ilÌani, tr¿ gnêpe et I'orclúrlée (Paris; Belin, 1999), p. 130.
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a very special one. I would like to work on tÌris poirrt.'15 For Deleuze,

the problem that generated the concept of the category had changed:

it was no longer a matter of determining the rnnditions of possÌble ex-

perience, but the conditions of real experience; and the conditions of
the real were at the same time the conditions for the production of
\he new. Here again, the becoming of concepts within Deleuze's own

work is a continuation of the becoming of concepts wiihin the history
of philosophy.

Even more teliingly, Deleuze says that even he and Guattari 'never

did understand the "body without organs" ìn quite the same way', a

revelation that is perhaps faint consolation to readers striving to com-
prehend Capitalism and Sch'izopÌtren'ia.16 Yet this is not a question of
authorial intention. If one considers Deleuze and Guattari's jointly au-

thored books as belonging fully to the trajectory of Deleuze writings,
and equally fully to the trajectory of Guattari's r'vritings, then one could

take Deleuze's comment to imply that, even within a work hke Anti-
Oedipus, the concept of the'body lvithout organs' Ìras a different sense,

a different becoming, depending on whether one reads it in the context

of Deleuze's trajectory or Guattari's trajectory. In other words, even

wi,thi,n a single work or project, Deleuze and Guattari's concepts do not
have an iclentity that would be reducible to a simple dcfinition. Indeed,

Deleuze inslsts on this point: 'Working together frvith Guattari] was

never a Lromogenization, but a proliferation, ¿ìn accLlmulation of bifur-
cations.'17 Moreover, if Deleuze enterecl into a 'becoming-Guattari' in
his jointly authored works, one could say that he did the same thirrg
in even his monographs. where he enterecl into a becoming-Spinoza, or
a becoming-Leibniz (and Spinoza and Leibniz in turn were forced into
a becoming-Deler-rze), such that, even in his solo works, Deleuze's corr-

cepts never lose this status of becorning. As Deleuze said, 'I am nearly
incapable of speaking in my own name [en mon nom]'.18 In this sense,

Deleuze's critique of the identity of the self or ego has as its exact parallei

rsDeleuze made this remark in his intervierv l'ith Arnaud Villani. See Villani, trø guepe et
I'orchódé, p, 130. François Dosse, in Gi,lles Deleuze and Félir Guattari: Intersecti.ng Li,ues,cihes a
1981 letter from l)eìeuze to Guattari which presentecl the probìem of the categories as an integral
part of their joint project: 'Pierce and Whitehead make modern tables of categories: horv has this
idea of categories evolved?' (14).

t6TRM,p.23B
I 7lbid.
18lbid. p. 65

philosophy is Kant's openirrg to the Transcendental Dialectic' where he

ã*ffuir'r., *tly n. is going to"appropriate Plato's concept of Idea rather

than coining his own t"l-' sit'tåe Plato rvas dealing with a problematic

similar to the one Kant wants to deal with' although Plato' according to

Kant, hacl 'not sufficiently determinecl his concept '12 Deleuze in turn

undertakes another tra'sformation when' in DifJerence and Rey'tet'ition'

he takes up Kant's theory of the Idea and rnodifies it in his own ilran-

ner, claiming that Kant hacl not pr-rshecl to the limit the 'immanent'

ambitions of his own theory of ldeas'

Similarly,DeleuzeSeemstohaveinitiailyìntenderlWhati'sPhl'loso'
phy?, alleast in part, to be a book on the concept of the 'category" and

thus a reworking of Kant's analytic of concepts 13 In the Transcenclen-

iaL A.natytic ú lf,, Critlque oJ Pure R'eason' Kant hacl famously clrawn

up his oïn list of categoìies, derived from his tvpology of judgments'

which he attemptecl toäeduce as the conditions of possible experience'

In D'ifference and' Repetr'tion, Deleuze had explicitty distinguished his

own fundamental concepts (problematic, virtuality, singularity, ancl so

on) from Aristoteiian or Kantian categories 
14 Yet both Whitehead and

Peirce had drawn up very different tables of categories than Kant' and

intheprocesstheyhac]reinllentei]t>trecreatedlheconceptofacate-
gory. Deler-rze seems to have come to see his own work in the same light:

'The conclusion to ,4 Thc¡usønd' Plateøus is' in my mind' a table of cat-

egories (but incomplete, insufÊcient) Not in the manner of Kant but

in the manner of Whiteheacl Category thus takes iri a new meaning'

ffis.\ormani(empSmith(London:\{acmillan,1929)'.The
id"o. it G"n"roi . pp 309- 14 4312-2U'8368-77

l3Deleuze frrst mentioned Ui'"i i' li¿l"t"e/zgr? (1991) in the 1981 inten'ierv with Arnaud

Villani, in ïesponse to u qt"ttiäi"uf'""t"ïft" i"årc ùe rvas-hoping to lvrite after cornpleting '4

Thousanrl' Plateaus:'t ttuu" ¡t'täi"tit"ã -¡oot' on Francis Bacon and all I have left nov are two

oroiects: one on 'Thought "td"il;;'-"". 
uttnttto "'ttlttt 

*otid bu o large book on 'What is

Þhiio.opnv, (rvirh rhc p,orrt"-'oìin.'lo,"lori"s).' See Vjllani. La ouêpe eL I'orelùdée'p 130'

IaSee Gilles D"leuze' Difl"'i'ìi"a'd å'p"¿tt¡on' tlans Paul Þarion (\ttt York: Columhia

Lniversity Press, 1994), oo iäîul'tittåír*t ln' 'We hT'e continuallv proposed descriptive

notions. . . No.e of this, norveuei"a=Jåu"is-to n rist 
-or 

categories. It is pointless to claim thât a list

of categories can be open - o'ì.Jcì;ït'-t;'*n be in fact' but not in principle For categories beloug

to the rvorld of representation"ì'ir*'" ìft"'' constitule forms of c]ìstri¡ution according to rvhich

Being is repartitioned among it,iriìitüì"1"*1ir" rules of sedentary proPortionalitv That is whv

philosoph¡'hasofrcnut"n't-iì"À"iolppo"ì'otiontotaqrriterlifferenl 
kindrocatogories notiorts

rvhich aro roallv open "to 
t-ni"i'nüttíî "mpitical 

anrl'plrrralisl serrse of ldeas: existential' as

auainsr esserrri¡1. no.a"o,. or'oiu*.ii."."0'r. or indee,I the lisr ofcmpirico-irleal notions tltar

,,1" rïrrct in Wlrìrehparl. *nt"n',i^i"ì 
'iìàì."i" 

t,",¿ Reality ot,. o[ lhe gÌealest books of modcrn

.rä

philosophY.
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1e(lilles Deleuze and Claire Parnet' Dialogues
2oFor the distinction betrveen exPressìon and

Art,, 2d ed. (InclianaPolis: Hacketi,1976)
21 Surnmarizing all these becomings' Deleuze comments:'There's notÌring

the continual movemert of something that seens

UniversitY Press, 1995), P 157)'

/1 lColumbia Lniversity Press, 2007), p 11'

exeiplilìcation, see \elson Goodman, Languages
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they create happens to be concepts rather than paintings, sculptures,

films, or novels. In Deleuze's language, philosophers ûet\lrc concepts

whereas artists create sensible aggregates of Ttercepts or affects, and sci-

entists úea"le Íunct'ions. Delerze's approach to the question 'Wh¿lt is

philosophy?' has the advantage of characterizing philosophy in terms
of a well-defined occupation or a precise actxui,tlJ, rather than simply
an attitude f'or instance, knowing yourself, or v/ondering why there
is something rather than nothing, or taking nothing to be self-evident.

'To create concepts', Deleuze rvrites,'is, at the very least. to do some-

thing'.22 Nloreover..just as works of art bear the signature of the artist,
so concebtual creations bear the signature of the philosopher who cre-

ated thern. In painting, we speak of Van Gogh's sunflowers or Jasper

John's f1ags, just as in philosophy we speak of Descartes' cogi,to, or LetLt-

niz's monads, or Nietzsche's r,vill to power. in meclicine, similarly, we

speak of Alzheimer's disease and Parkinson's disease; in mathematics.
of the Pythagorean theorem or the Harniltonian rumber; and in science,

of ihe Doppler effect or the Kelvin effect.23 In all these cases, the proper
name refers less to the person than to the work of art or to the concept
itself - the proper name is here used to indicate a nln-personal ntode

of indiuidu,at'ion. In this sense, it would be possible to clo a history of
philosophy along the lines of an art history, that is, in terms of its great
products or masterworks. 'We clream sometimes of a history of philoso-
phy that would list orrly the new concepts created by a great philosopher

- his most essential and creative contribution.'2'1 Indeed, Deleuze else-

where muses that one could even qr"rantify philosophy, attribr-rting to
each philosopher a kirrd of magic nr-rmber corresponding to the number
of concepts they created or transformed (a philosophical analogue, per-
haps, to Erdos numbers in mathematics) .25 From this point of view,
Descartes' cog'ito and Plato's Idea would have philosophical parzilleLs to
Leonardo da Vinci's Mona Lisa or Vlichelangelo's Last judgement -'the
great philosophical masterpieces, signed by their creators.

Second, Deleuze's definition of philosophy as the creation of con-
cepts not only implies that philosophers are as creative as artists; more

22wP,p.7,
23Gilles Deleuze, The Log,ic ol Sense, ed. Constantin V. Boundas, trans, \llark Lester rvith

Charles Stivale (London: Athlone Press, 1990), p. 70, herafter l,S,
2aGilles Deleuze, Empi,ricism anrt Subjectíu[ty: An Essay on Hume's Theory of Human Natnre.

trans. Consta¡tin V. Boundas (Columbla I-lniversity Press. 1991). p. ix.
2sGilles Delenze and Claire Panet.- L'Abécé(laire d,e Gi,lles Deleuze. H.
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acritiqrreoftheidentityofconcepts.If.experimel].tationorrourselvesls
ou, only icleritity', then tne same is true of concepts: their only identity

lies in åxperimentation, that is, in their intrinsic variabilitv and muta-

tions.le For this reaso;, finally' a'becoming-Deleuze' similarly afiects

Deleuze's readers as well as those who attempt to write on his work'

In Nelson Gooclman's terrninology, Deleuze's writings exemplify what

they express: his texts are themselves problemsr frelds of vectors' mul-

tiplicities or rhizomes whose singularities can be conrLected in a variety

of ways, so that writing on Deleuze's texts is itself a becoming, a pro-

áu.tiån of the new (noi merely an 'interpretation" as hermeneuticians

,rtight ,uv) '0 One iarely flnd's 'positions' in Deleuze works ('Deleuze

tniîts tf-,át...') ; rather, to read or write on Deleuze is to trace out

trajectorieswhosedirectionsarenotgiveninadvanceofone'sreading
orwriting,EvenDeleuze,soccasionalappealstovarious.-isnrs,(.vi-
talism', 'transcendentai empiricism') are less pledges of allegiance tharr

oxymoronic provocations ln short, there is a becoming of concepts not

oniy within Deleuze's corpus, but also in each book and irr each concept'

which is extended to u''ti draws from the history of philosophy' and is

repeated in each act of reading'21

PhilosophY as Creation

This,however,iswhatonewouldexpect*botl-rtheoreticallyandprac-
ticaily from a phiÌosopirer such as Deleuze lf Deleuze's philosophv is

a philosophy of clifference, then this difierential status must be reflected

in his own conr:epts, which cannot have an identity of their own with-

out belying the entire nature of his project' But how then is one to

understancl this becoming of concepts? As an initial approach to this

luestion, onel could say that Deleuze's conception of philosophy as the

åeation of concepts has several interrelated consequences'

First, it defines phiiosophy in terms of an activity that has tradition-

ally been aligned with a*, namely, the activity of creation' For-Deleuze'

philosophers are as creative as artists' the d'ifference being that what

oÍ more unsettling than

fixed' (Gilles Deletze, Negotiati ons (Columbia
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importantly, perhaps, it also implies that artists ¿¡'re as much thinkers

as are philosophers - they simply thiik in terms of percepts and af-

fects rather than concepts: painters think in terms of lines and colors,

just as musicians think in sounds, writers think in words, filmmakers

itrint in images, and so on. Jean-Luc Godard, for instance, once said

that, in filmmaking, the decision to use a tracking shot rather than a

panoramic shot was a profound activity of thought, since each type of

shot procluces a diflerent type of space: panoramic shots are encom-

passing, giving us a giobal vision, as in projective geometry; whereas

tracking shots construct a line, and link up local spaces and neighbor-

hoods that in themselves can remain fragmentary and disconnected'

more like Riemannian geometry.26 The idea that thought is necessarily

propositional, or representational, or linguistic, or even conceptrral is

completely foreign to Deleuze.2T 'There are other ways thinking a,nd

creating, other modes of ideation that, like scientific thought, do not

have to pass through concepts.'28 When sculptors mold a piece of clay,

or painters apply colors or lines to a canvas, or filmmakers set up a shot,

there is a process of thought involved; but that plocess of thouglrt does

not take place in a conceptual medium, nol even through the applica-

tion of concepts to a sensible medium (Kant)' Rather, it is a type of

thinking that takes place directly in and through the sensible medirrm

itself.

A third consequence follows from this. Neither of these activities

art or philosophy - has any priority over the other' Creating a concept

is neither more difficult nor more abstract than creating new percepts

or afi<:cts in art; conversely, it is no easier to comprehend an image'

painting or novei than it is to comprehend a concept Philosophy' for

Deleuze-, can never be unclertaken independently of art (or science, or

politics, or medicine, and so on), and is constantly forming relations

of mutual resonance and exchange with these other areas of thought.

Philosophers can create concepts about art, just as artists and authors

can create in conjunction with philosophical concepts as, for instance,

inso-calledconceptualart.ThisiswhyDeleuzecouldconstantlyinsist
that, when he wrote on the arts, oL on science, or on medicine' or on
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psychiatry, he did so os ¿ philosoyther, and that his writings in all these

domains must be re¿¡d as works of 'philosophy, nothing but philoso-
phy, in the traditional sense of the word.'2e In his studies of the arts,
Deleuze's aim, as a philosopher, r,vas to create the conce¡.tts that corre-
spond to the seLrsible aggregates created by artists or authors. In his
book Franc'is Bacon: The Logi,c of Sensat'ion, Deleuze creates a serics

of philosophical concepts, each of which, he says, relates to a particr,rla,r

aspect of Bacon's paintings, but which also find a place in 'a general

logic of sensation.'30 In a sinLilar manner, Deleuze insisted that his
two-volume C'inema book can be read as 'a book of logic, a logic of
the cinema' that sets out 'to isolate certain cinematographic concepts',
concepts which are specific to the cinema, but which can only be formed
philosophically.sl

These three rubrics encapsuiate, in summary form, Deleuze's char-
acterization of the relationship between philosophy and art ol more
generally, between philosophy and the act of creation: philosophers are
as creative as artists (philosophers create concepts); artists and authors
are as much thinkers as are philosophers (they simply think in a non-
concepttLal material or matter); and neither activity of creation has any
priority whatsoever over the other. Some readers of Wh,at t,s Phtloso-
phy? have nonetheless expressed surprise at Deleuze's somewha,t curt
allocation of separate tasks to philosophy (creating concepts), art (creat-
ing affects and percepts), and science (creating functions). But Deleuze
here is following the same semi-Bergsonian procedure he adopted in his
earlier works. In Matter and lVlemorg. Bergson zittemptecl to analyze
what he called 'pure 'perceyttr,on and ¡ture rnernorA, even though experi-
ence always presents us with mixtnres of the two: the concepts allor,v us

to isolate tendencies that remain mixed in experience. Likewise, when
Deleuze distinguishes between active and reactive modes of existence
in lVi,etzsch,e and Philosopthy, or different social forrnations ('primitivc'
societies, states, capitalism) in Anti-Oedipus, or different kinds of im-
ages in Cinema, he always presents them as isol¿itable types that can be

2e TRM p. 176, translation modified. See Gilles Deleuze, '8 ans après; Entretien 1980' (intervierv
with Catherine Clément), L'arc 49 (rer', ed., 1980), special issue on Deleuze, p. 99.

30For an analysis ofthe concepts Deleuze creates inhts Franci.s Bacon,see Daniel W, Smith.
'Deleuze on Bacon: Three Conceptual Trajectories \n The Logic of Sensation' , translator's intro-
duction lo TlLe Logìr ol Sensal,ion. pp. vii-xxxiìi.

srGilles Deleuze, Essays Critical and, Clinical, trans. Danlel \\¡. Smith ancl l¡Iichael A, Greco
(London: \'erso, 1998), pp. ix, hereafter ECC; Negotiations,p. 47.

26Deleuze, Negotiatíons, P. 58'
2?See Delá.rzcis article, ,What is the Creati'e t\cl'!' (TRM, pp. 312-24), rvhich *as originalÌv

presenteclasaleciuletotheFénisfi]mschoolinParisunderthetitle,.HavingalldeainCinema.,
28 wIr, p. 8.
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In both these instances, Deler:ze is exploring the nature of the interre-
Iations between separable domains: as always, Deleuze's analyses are

primariÌy focusecì on diflerence - on the in-between. the rnicldle, the
relational, the interstitial.

Concept Creation and Philosophy: 'Vital' Concepts as Singu-
larities

Deleuze seems to have intended his theory of concepts to apply specif-
ically to ph'ilosophical concepts -. the concepts created by philosophers

--rather'than to everyday concepts of recognition, such as chairs or
pearls. 'As X/ichaux says, what suffices for 'current ideas' does not suf-

fice for'vital ideas' those that mnst be createcl'.36 An example of a
'vital' concept a concept that had to be cre¿lted - is ihe concept of
the 'Baroqrre', the components of which Deleuze analyzes in The Fold:
Lei,bniz and the Baroque.s7 'lt is strange to cleny the existence of the
Baroque in the way one denies unicorns or pink elephants', Deleuze

writes, 'for in these cases the concept is given, whereas in the case of
the Baroque it is a question of knowing if one can invent a concept
capabie (or not) of giving it an existence. Irregr-rlar pearls exist, but the
Baroque has no reason to exist without a concept that forms this very
reason'.38 In other words, vital concepts like ihe 'Baroque' create lheit
corresponding object, since the object cìoes not pre-exist the formation
of the concept. In being ceated, a concept posits itself and posits its
object at one and the same time; the concept, in other words, is self-
referential.se This is not true of the concepts of ordinary language,

which are used to denote already-constituted objects or classes of ob-
jects. This is why Deleuze considered concepts to be multiplicities or
manifolds: metric spaces are cletermined by coordinates external to the
space, such as Cartesian coordinates, whereas non-metric spaces have

internal metrics, which mark out their internal transformations, muta-
tions, and passages (in Whitehead's sense of a'passage of Nature').40

36wP,p.2oT.
3TGilles Deleuze, The Foltl: Leibniz an¡l the Baroque, trans. Tom Conley (London: Continuurn,

2006),
38lbid. p. 32.
3e wP, p. 22,
a0See Alfred North Whitehead, T'he Concept of Natttre (Cambriclge: Cambridge University

Press, 1920), p. 54: 'I am in full accord s,ith Bergson, though he uses "time" for the fundamental
fact rvhich I call the "passage of nature".'

used to disentangle the mixtures prescnted in experiences2 'To extract

ther corrcepts *l-ri.t-t co"e'poncl to a multiplicity is to trace the iines of

which it is macle up, to deterrnine the nature of these lines' to see holv

they become entangled, connect, bifurcate' What we call a 'map" or

sometimes a 'diagram', is a set of interacting lines''33

Deleuze utilizes the same approach tn What is Ptt'i'Ioso7''h11? The

significance of the distinctions DLIeuze establishes between philosophv,

art, and science is primariiy that they provide a point of reference from

which to assess and explore the resonances and exchanges -- the becom-

ings - that take place b't'u"'these three domains (as well as medicine'

po"litics, psychiatry, and so on) Concepts' for instance' are Ûecessar-

ily inseparable from affects a'-tá p""ept': they make us perceive things

differently (percept) and they inspire new modes of feeling in us (af-

fect), therebv trro¿ity*g, u' Spi'lu'o woul{ sav' our power of existing3a

e .âr-,""pt that woulcl it' p"'"ty intelligibte' and did not produce new

afiects and percepts, wouid be an empty concept' Converseiy' Deieuze

was acutely aware of 'the dangers of citing scientifrc propositions outside

their own Sphe'e,, which are tÀ" dung.,, of .applying, scienfific concepts

in other domains, or else utilizing thern metaphorically and hence arbi-

trarily 'But perhaps these dangJrs can be averted" Deleuze concluded'

.ifwerestrictourselvestotakingfromscienti{ìcoperatorsaparticrrlar

conceptualizable character which itsetf refers to non-scientifi'c areas' and

converges with science without applying it or making it a metaphor'35

ffienDeIeuze,stleatm-entofconceptsinffiat'isPlúlosophy?
ancl the treatrnerrt, ot totiut o"nåít *í"'Å miitt"* anrl'^Scltizophreni'a' see Craig Luncly' Historv

,ú" ;;;; *r; ;6ãi't"'gn' Eclinburgh universitv Press' 201 2)

33Diologrei,p vüi; Negoliolions ll 33'

t*;;;;;;;".""*, i-ag" uot'e*ent, Imase Temps' 13 Dec 1983'

ssGiltes Dereuze, ci.nema 2: ;;;;;;;;;;;; (Lmio.' continuum, 2005), p 125 In this essav'

I have left to the sia" nur"u'u *¿ ät'oit-J" t'"uì*"tt of science' rvhich nonetheless seems to have

gone through a certain ouot.t..ì ì.'ìãìã, o"r""r" noted.in a seninar, simply, that 'concepts can

be of different types, they can 
'" 

tf"*iãt tfto can be philo-sophical' (13 Dec 1983) By llay 1984'

horvever, Deleuze rvas a"un, "àtïä 
t" iittinÀu*' tti*te from philosophy' deflning the former as

a 'svsten of operato"' ntt¡n'ãitï?råiäìäi"åtäùrt u¿¿"¿ tt'ut *tu 
"ttion 

of ân operateur cotlà

f,,rttio, as a cleflnition "f 
..i"i:;;;ì;î'""" ì"u" .*"nr" of ans*erins the rluestion, 'lVhat are

the differences betrveen matheä"ìiä'åptt"i"*' physlal operators' anã chemical operators?' (29

\lay 1984). Deleuze rvould m"t"î'äiîrtt *'* i¿'i'ot"u' in the 19á5 Chema 2: The Ti'me-Image

as tell (p 125). In the t^-" 
'àïtà"' 

l"feu'e defined art as the creative activity that consists in

creating 'characte*' ¡r'"'oton"i""îtrit rt"ã-"* yet clmly,clisengaged the notion of 'conceptrral

Ðeïsonâe.rvhich.in Wnott'înliU''nplzy? serves.asaconcìitionfÀinephilosophicalcrealionof

conceots. The definition of 
"i"'* 

lit ittts ol Junctions'i¡ What is Phitosophy? (1991) thus

""o-, to have bcen o totrt"' rít"'i-*tüii-' itt"U the result of a serìes o{ experimentations ancl

becomings.
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But this seems to imply that philosophy is not the only miiieu of

concept creation. The puzzle that Heinrich wölfilin addressed in his

Principles of Art Hi,storE, for instance, is the fact that all the works of

art proclucecl during the Baroque period look like. . . Baroque works of

art. But the Baroque, as a style, does not exist apart from its concept,

and what wölffiin attemptecl to do in his art ÌListory 'without names'

(contra vasari) was to isolate the components of the concepts of clas-

sic art anci Baroque art irr the service of a broader history of mocles

of vision: the linear versus the painterly, plane versus recession, closed

versus open form, clarity versus chiaroscuro, and multiplicity versus

unity.al Though Deleuze breaks with aspects of Wölfflin's analyses -
notably by insisiing that ihe fold ís a fundamental component of the

concept of the Baroque one can nonetheless see in wölffiin's pioneering

work a vast effort at concept creation.42 A similar creation of concepts

takes piace in medicine. If conditions such as Parkinson's disease or

Asperger,s syndrome are named after doctors rather than patients, it is

because the physicians were able to'isolate'the disease by constructing

an original clinicai concept for it. The components of the concept are

lh.e sym,ptonts, the signs of the illness, and the concept becomes the

name of a synclrome, whiclL marks the meeting place of these symp-

toms, their point of coincidence 01 convergence.43 'I would never have

permitted myself to write on psychoanalysis and psychiatry', Deleuze

once admitted, 'urere I not dealing with a problern of symptomaiology.

symptomatoiogy is situaterì alrnost outside of medicine, at a neutral

point, a zero point, where artists and philosophelrs and doctors and pa-

tients can encounter each other'.4a In this context, Arnold Davidson, in

his work on the emergence of the concept of sexuality, has shown that,

strictly speaking, there were no perverts or homosexuals prior to the

'rlHeinrich Wölffiin, PrinciPles of Art History: The Problem of the Deuelopment of Style 'in

Later Art (7915), trans. ÌL D, Hottinger, from the 7th German editior (1929) (Nev Yorlc: Dover,

1932). WiÌhelm Worringer rvould later underta.ke a sinilar conceptrtal analysis of the concept of

the Gothic, rvhich Deleuze appeals to Irequently. See Wllhelm Worringer, Form in Gothic (7911),

ed, Herbert Read (London 1927), .ìs well as , ðsúr¿cfion antl Enpatlty:

A Contributi'on to tlrc Psycltology of Style (791)8), trans. Ìlichacl Bullock (Chicago: Elephant
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nineteenth century - as opposed to, say, pederasts or sodomites pre-

cisely because their concept had not yet been formulated.as Similarly,
Ian Hacking has shown how, particularly in the hurnan sciences, the
creation of concepts such as multiple personality c¿l,n have the effect of
'making up people', creating phenomena, or making posriible new modes

of existence.ao Concept creation, in short, does not seem to be the ex-

clusive purview of philosophy. Although Deleuze occasionally speaks in
this manner, he nonetheless writes, 'as long as there is a time and place

for creating concepts, the operation that underiakes this will ah,vays be

called philosophy, or will be irrdistinguishable from philosophy eaen if
i,t i,s called something else'.47

What is important about concept creation, in other r,vords, is less

its specific relation to philosophy than thel fact that created concepts

- 'vital' concepts - in whatever domain they are created, must be un-
derstood as s'ingularit'ies (or rather, as sets of singulauities, or multi-
plicities) . 'There are two kinds of concepts', Deleuze notes, 'universals
and singularities. . . The firsi principle of philosophy is that universals
explain nothing, but must themselves be explained. . . Concepts are not
universals, but sets of singularities that are extended into the neigh-
borhood of other singularities.'48 But what cloes it mean to consider a

concept as a set of singularities? Deleuze frequently appeals to a distinc-
tion Lévi-Strauss made between two types of propositions: only simil¿lr

ihings can differ from each other, ancl only differences can resemble

each other.ae In the first, resemblance betr'veen things is primary; in the

asAr¡rold L Davidsorr, 'Closing Up the Corpses: Diseases of Sexuality and the Ernergerce of the
Psychiatric Style of Reasoning' and 'Sex ald the Emergence of Sexuality', tn The Emergence ot'
Setuality: Historical E¡t[stemology anr], the Formation of Conce'pts (Canbridge, ]Iass,: Harvard
l,niversity Press, 2001). pp, 1-65. See also Davicl Halperin's nolv-classic analysis, One Hund,red.

Years of Homosexuali,ty: Anr) Other Essøys on Greek -Loze (Nerv Yorh: Routleclge, 1989).
a6See, in general, Ian Hacking, '\'Iaking Up People', Historical Ontology (Cambridge. MÀ: Har-

vard University Press, 2002), pp. 99-114; and 'Biopolver and the ,&a.lanche of Printed \umbers ,

Humaniti,es in Soci,ety 5 (1982), pp. 279-95. For Hacking's analysis of specific concepts and their
corresponding modes of existence, see: (1) on multiple personali,ty: '"Ihe Invention of Split Per-
sonalities', tn Hutnan Nature and Naturril Knouledge, ed. Alan Donagar, Anthony l. Perovich,
Jr., and \Iichael V. Wedlin (Dordrechtr Springer, 1986), pp. 63-85; (2) on child abuse: 'The

autism.\\hal is Tom Saying to )Iaureen', Lond,on Reuieu ot' Books, \¡ol. 28, \o. 9 (\Ia¡, 2006),
pP. 3-7.

47 wP, p. 9.
aB Negotiati,ons, pp. 156-7; WP, p. 7.
assee Negoti,ati.ons. p, 156; LS, pp, 261-2: DR, p. 1.1.6. These texts are all referring to Clatde

Lévi-Stranss, Totemism, trans. Roclney \eedhan (Bostou: IIA: Beacon Press, 1963), p. 77: 'It
is not the resemblance, brLt the difierences, l'hich rescmble each othcr.'

G. P. Putna.m's Sons,

Paperbacks. 1997).
i2Fo. a p"netruting araÌysis of Wölflin's rvorh along these lines, see Arnold I. Davidson, 'Styles

of Reasoning, From the History o{ Art to the Epistemology of science" \n The Ernergence of

Sexuatitg: iíisturica1 Epistentolàgy and tl¿e Formation of Concepts (Cambridge, ]Iass.: Ha¡varcl

University Press, 2001), pp, 125-141
43Gille; Deleuze, ,Coklness ancl Cruelty' in Masocl¿istn (Zone Books, 1989), pp. 1.5-16.

44Deleuze, Desert Islands,P. )'34
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second, things themselves differ, and they differ first of all from them-

selves (internal difference). The first proposition posits resemblance as

a condition of difference, and requires the postulation of an identical

or universal concept (such as redness) for two things that differ from

each other. According to the second proposition, resemblance oI even

identity are the effects of a primary difference or a system of differences.

The concept of a strar,ght li,ne ts a universal, because all straight lines

resemble each other, and the concept can be deflned axiomatically, as

in Euclid. The concept of lhe fold, by contrast, is a singularity, because

folds vary, and every fold is difiere¡nt: all folding proceeds by differen-

tiation. No two things are folded in the same lvay - no two rocks, no

two pieces of paper - nor is there a general rule saying that the same

thing will always fold in the same way. In this sense, there are foicls

everywhere, but the fold is not a universal; rather, it is a'differentia-

tor', a'difierential'. As Deleuze writes,'it is not at all a matter of

bringing things together under one ancl the same concept [r-rniversals],

but rather of relating each concept to the variabies that determine its

mutations [singularities]'to o. again, writing about his own conceptrra,l

creations: ,what is interesting about concepts like destre, or mach'ine,

or assentblage is that they only have value in their variables and in the

maximum of variables which they allow'.51 What is important about a

vital or created concept is not its universality but its intern¿i,l singulari-

ties - the singular points that it connects, the intensive compontlnts that

it coridenses, the becomings and mutations it enters into. This is why

the concept of the fold is linked to Lévi-Strauss',s second proposition:

all folds differ, and this difference is primary; but they ate, secondar-

i1y, made to resemble each other in the concept. The concept of the:

fold is a singularity - or more precisely, it is a multiplicity that ma,rks

the convergence of a set of singularities, which form the components of

the concept - and the concept can only gain terrain by varying rvithin

itself, by bifurcating, by metamorphosing. 'One only has to compre-

hend mountains ancl above a]l, to see and touch mountains - from

the viewpoint of their foldings for them to lose their solidity, and for

their millenrria to once again becorne what they are: not permanences,

buT, t'ime i,n t¡,e pure state.'12 Wiih this claim lhat concepts are sets of

50 Negotiations, p. 3L
5r Dialogues, p. I44.
52 Negotiations, p. 157
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singularities (or multiplicities) , we have reached the reason for the in-
cessant 'becoming' of Deleuze's concepts: the aim of Deleuze's analytic
of concepts is to introduce the lture form of tim,e inl.n concepts, in thc:

form of what he calls 'continuous variation' or 'puLe vziriability'. 'The
aim is not to rediscover the eternal or the universai, but to find the
conditions under rvhich something new is produced (creativeness).53

FYom Originary Time to Ordinary Time

But what does it mean to introduce time into concepts? To answer

this, we inust take a short detour through Deleuze's philosophy of time.
More specifically, we need to nnderstand what Deleuze me¿rns r'vhen he

refers to lhe pure and empty fornt of tznt,e a phrase that recurs fre-
quently throughout his r.vritings.s'1 According to Deleuzc, the modern

mutation in or-rr conception of time occurred lvith Kant: in Kant's work,
time assumed an independence and autonomy of its own for the first
time. Before that, from antiquity through the seventeenth-century, tirne
had been subordinate to rnovement: time w¿l,s the measure or 'number'
of movement. Since the plurality of movements implied a plurality of
times, the ancients were ler.l to ask the question: Is there sornething
immobile, outside of movement - or at least a most perfect movement --

around which all other movements could be measnred, a great celestial
schcma, or what Leibniz would call a kind of 'metaschernatism'? Is there
a movement of movements in relation to which all other movements carr

be coordinated? Since there were two major types of movement - the
extensive movement of the cosmos, ancl the intensive movement of the
soul - this question wound up being answered in two different ways. In
lhe T'imaeus, for instance, Plato sought to incorporate the movements
of cosmos into a vision of a'planetarium'comprisecl of eight globes,

with the immobile earth at the center, surrounded by a sphere of 'the
fixed' (the stars) turning on its axis, lvith seven globes in between (the
planets) turning in a reverse direction. These revolving globes start
from a,n initial position, and eventually return to the same position: a

"",UIaLoqu es. fr. \,tr.
54For a comprehensive analysis of Deleuze's concept of time, rvhich rve are merely summarizing

here, see James Williams, G'illes Deleuze's Philosopthy ol Ti,me (Edrnbrrgh: Edinburgh Lniversity
Press, 2011). Williams focuses primarily on Difference and Repetition and Log'ic of Sense ral,ber
than the analyses of time presented it the Cinenn books (see pp. i59-64). although thc later
u'oLhs seem to expand on Deleuzc's earlier cliscussions of time in cmcial rvays,

12)
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great year or circuit of the 'eternal ret[rn' which, by some calculations,

was thought to last ten thousand years lt was precisely this move-

ment of movements that provided a reference point by lvhich ail other

movements were to be measured: an invariant, a perrnanence' Time'

in this manner, was suborclin¿ited to eternity, to the non-temporal, to

the non-tensed: in Plato's apt fbrmula, time was 'the moving image of

eternity,.55 similarly, Plotinus incorporated the intensive movement of

the soul into the movement of the one, with its emanative processes of

procession and conversion.s6 In both cases, the result was a hierarchiza-

lion of movements depending on their proximity to or distance from the

eternal: an origr,nary tin¡'e marked by privileged positions in the cos-

ûros or privileged moments in the soul' The discovery of this invariant

was the ciiscovery of the true: the form of the true r'vas that which was

universal ancl necessary,,in all times and tn all ltlaces. This corrception

of time as the measure of movement remains ensconced in our common

chrorrological 
,clock, tirne: clays, months, and years measure terrestrial,

lunar, and soiar rnovements, while weeks ancl hours are primarily reli-

gious determinations of the soul (Goct rested on the seventh day); a'ncl

ãur watches and clocks remain dependent on movement, r,vhether that

of a pendulum or a quartz crystal Modernity no less than antiquity

remains engaged in a vast eflort to render both tirne and movernent ho-

mogeneous and uniform (time tables, time zories, the globai positioning

system).
Nonetfreless,theKantianrevolutionwasprepâredforbythefa'ct

thatbotht}resedomainsthecosmosandthesoullverehauntedby
fnndanrental aberratt,ons of movement, where a deri,ued t'ime increas-

ingly tended to free itself from the posited originary time. The cioser

on".u*. to the earth (the'sublunar',), the more the movements of the

cosmos tencled to becorne increasingly anomalous: the unpredictabiliiy

of meterological movements, the movement of everything that comes-

to-be ancl passes-away. (As ÌVlichel serres notes, 'scientists can pretlict

the time of an eclipse, but they cannot predict whether they wili be a,ble

to see it.' It is not by chance that, in French aricl many Latin languages'
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the same word is used for time and weather le tem,ps - r'vith its various

cognates : t emp erature, t emp est, temp erat e, ternp erartent, inten t p erat e,

temper).57 Does thc subiurrary world obey the metaschematism, with
its proportional rules, or does it errjoy an independence from it, with
its own anomaLous movements and disharmonies? The Pythagorean

discovery of irrational numbers had already pointed to a fundamen-

tal incommensurability between the speed and position of the various

cosmic spheres. In short, the invariant provided by the 'movement of
movements' was threatened by crises lvhen movenlent became increas-

ingly aberrant. Similarly, the intensive movement of the soul became

marked by a fear that its restless movements in derived time woLrld take
on an independence of their own, and would cease to be submitted to
the originary time of the One or God (ihe Fâll) . The search for 'univer-
sals' in philosophy is, in a sense, a remnant of this fear: the very term
is derived from the Latin rvord 7 ).

However, these aberrant or derivecl movements -- marked by metero-
1ogica1, terrestrial, and spiritual contingencies - remained a downward
tendency that still depended on the ¿r,clventures of movement. They too
posed a problem, a choice: either one could try to 'save' the primacy of
movement (saving the appearances), or one could not only accept but
will the liberation of time with regard to movement. There r.vere two
ways in which movement could be saved. The extensive harmony of the
world cotrld be saved by an appeal to the rhythms of rural ti,me, wi+"h lhe
seasons and harvests as privileged points of reference in the origirrary
time of Nature. The intensive harmony of the soul could be saved by
an appeal to monast'ic t'ime, wilh its privilegecl moments of prayers anci

vespers; or more generally, by an appeal to an originary spiritual life
of interiority (Luther). By contrast, the liberation of time would take
place in the city, an 'enemy'that was nonetheless engendered by both
the rural communities and monasteries themselves. The time of the city
is neither a rural life nor a spiritual life, but the time of everyday life:
there is no longer either an originary time or a derived time, but only
an ord'inary t'ime. The sources of this liberation of time were multiple.
having roots in the Reformation as well as the deverlclpment of capital-
isrn. VI¿lx Weber, for instance, showed that the Reformation became

57See l,Iichel Serres, ?åe Birth of Physics. trans, Jack Hat'l<es, ed. David Webb (\{anchester
Clinamen, 2000), p. 67; and l,{ichel Serres, ,4flas (Paris: Julliarcl, 1994). p. 100.

Pti (2012)

@sdefinitionissimi1arlyinclexeclonmo1,ement:.timeiSthe
rurnbe. of motion in respect of before and aÍter' (Pâgs¿cs, 219b2)'

56DeÌeuze discusses the conceptions of time in Plato a¡lcl Plotinus, see the selies of seminars

from 7 February 7984 to 27 l,Iarch 198¿. Descartes,s moclern solution to the Sa,me problem rvas to

.or."ru" something invariant 'itt' novement, narnely, the quantity of mo\€ment, 7¿0' the prodrrct

of mass times velocity,
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consciorls of this liberation of time by joining together the two ideas of

a 'profession' the profession of faith and one's professional activity
so th¿r,t mundane professions like ihat of a cobbler were deemed to be

as dignified as any sacred cailing. Unlike the monk, whose duty was to

be otherworlclly, denying the self and the wor1d, the fulfillment of one's

duty in rvorldly affairs became the highest form that the moral activity
of individuals could take. There was only one time everyday time -
and it is in this time that we r,vould now find our salvation.ss Likewise,

Viarx showed that this vision r>f temporal act'iu'itg ('What do you do

with your time?'), which is no longer grounderl in a cosmic rhythm or

a spiritual harmony, would eventually frnd its new moclel in the 'ab-

stract' time of capitalism, which replaced the privíleged moments of

agricrrltural work with the any-instant-whatever ll "in 
st ant c1u el co n qu ef

of mechanized work. Time became Inoney, the form under which money

produces money (usery or credit); and money itself became'the course

of time': the abstract time of capitalism became the concrete time of

the city.se It was Heidegger who would ultimately produce a prodigious

philosophical concept of the everyday and its relation to time, though

he still maintained the old distinction between an originary (authentic)

and a derived (inauthentic) time.
For Deleuze, the result of the liberation of iime wiil be a fundamen-

tal cirange in the relationship of philosophy to the thought of everyday

life (opinion). Through the seventeenth-century, one could say that,
philosophically, everyday life was suspended in order to accede to some-

thing thai lvas not erveryday, namely, a meditation on the eternal. The

ordinary time of urban everydayness, by contrast, would no longer be

related to the erternai, but to something very different, namely, t'he pro-

duction of the new. Given the flow of average everydayness, I can either

raise myself vertically toward the transcendent or the eternal, at least

on Sundays (or Saturdays, or Fridays), through understanding or faith;

or I can rernain at the horizontal flow of everydayness, in which tempo-

rality tends toward the new rather than the eternal. The production of

the new will be the correlate of ordinary tirne in exactly the same way

ihat the cliscovery of the true r,vas the correlate of originary time with

the ancients. The aim of philosophy will no longer be to dt'scouer pre-

58Sec ì,Iax Weber, 7l¿e Protestant Ethic and tlrc Spirit of Capitalism [1905]; ¿nd Other Writings

(Londonr Penguin Books, 2002), as rvell as Deleuze, 27 ìlar 1984.
seDeleuze, 7 Feb 1984.
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existent trutlis outside of time, but to create non-preexisting concepts

within time.60

The Pure and Empty Form of Time

If Kant was the first to give a philosophical expression to this new

conception of time, it is because he freed time entirely from its subor-

dination to movement, and rendered ii independent ¿r,nd a,utonomous.6l

Kant drer.v the necessary consequences from the cosmological and psy-

chologiczll ¿l,nomalies of movement: he freed time errtirely from cosmol-

ogy and psychology, as well as the eternal. In K:int, the Self, the Worlrl,
and God arc all shown to be transcendent illusions of reason that are

derlved from our ner,v position in time. Time ccases to be the nnmber of
rrovement, and no longer depends on anything but itself; time no longer
measures movement, but movement itself (whether originary or derived,
anomalous or aberrant) now takes places within time. The reversal can

be seen in the opening pages of íhe Cri,ti,r1ne of Pure Reason. Before
Kant, time had largely been defined by succession, space by coexistence,

and eternity by permanence.62 In Kant, succession, simultaneity, and
permanence are all shown to be modes or relat'ions of time: succession

is the mle of what is in differerrt times; simultaneity is the rule of what
is at the same time; and permanence in the rule of what is for all times.
Put differently, succession (series) is the synthetic relation between th<:

parts of time, simr-rltaneity (set) is the synthetic relation between the
contents of time, and what is permanent (duLation) is somethirrg that
endures in time by passing through sliccessive statcs a,ncl possessing si-
multaneous states. In Kant, the self becomes a temporal entity that

60For Deleuze's eluciclation of these themes, see 17 Apr 1984 and 4 \{ay 1984. See also ?l?M, p,
238: 'Phllosophy creàtes concepts, rvhich are neither generalities nor even truths; they are rather
of the order of the Singular. thc Important, the \erv.'

6r One of the themes of DeÌeuze's trvo-r'olume Cinema is that the cinema, in its much shorter
history, nonetheless recapitulatecl this philosophical revolntion in the moyernent-time relation.
For a useful sumrnary of this revolution in thc concept of time, albeit from a slightly difierelt
perspective than Deleuze's, see John Dervey, 'Time and Individuality' (1940), in The Essenti,al
Dewey, vol. 7., Pragmatisn, Education, democracy, ed. Larry A. Hickman a¡cl Thomas ÌI.
Alexander (Bloomington ernd Indianapolis: Indiana Unirersity Press, 1998). pp. 217-26.

62See Gottfried Wiìhelm Leibniz, The Leibniz-Clarke Correspondence, ed. H. G. Alexander
(\4anchester: \lla¡chester University Press. 1956), p. 15: 'As for my orvn opinion, I have said
more tha¡ once that I holcl space to be something purel)¡ relative, as time is that I hold it to
be an orcler of coexistences. as time is an order of successions. For space deÌìotes, in terms of
possibiliiy. ar order of things that exist ât the same time, considered as existing together, lvithout
cntering into their particular manners of existing. And ri'hen many things are seen together, one
consciously perceives this order of things among themseh,es.'
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enclures in time (permanence) , that has intensive states (simultaneity),

and that passes frorn one extensive state to anobher (sr"rccession) . This

is what Deleuze means, then, when he says that Kant reconceived time

as a pure and empty forn't': \ime is an empty form that is no longer

dependent on either extensive or intensive movement; instead, time has

become the pure and immutable form of everything that moves ancl

changes not an eternal form, but precisely the form of what is noú

eternal.63 Yet time itself is neither succession, nor simultaneity, nor

permanence, since time cannot be reduced to any of its modes, oL to

what takes place withirr time (its content). We cannot even say that the

immutable form of time is permanent, since what is permanent no less

than what is successive or simultaneous - appears and is perceived in

time, whereas the immutable form of time itself cannot be perceived. As

the pure form of change, time itself is defined by its Ìnfinite variability,

and the definition of chaos that Deleuze gives in What i's Philosophy? is

itself a description of the pure form of time: 'Chaos is characterized less

by the ¿rbsence of determinations than by the infinite speed with which

they take shape and vanish.'64 In other words, within the manifold of

time, chaos is defined by the lack of any synthesis or rhythm between

these cleterminations, 'which spring up only to disappear immediately,

without consistency or reference, without consequence'.65

If there is any salvation withln this pure zind empty form of time -
time rendered ordinary - it takes place, in Kant, through the activity

of sgnthesi,s, which is a process brought to bear, not on time itself, but

on the modes of time, in order to render both being and knowledge

possible.66 Under the aspect of succession, what appears in time is a'

muliiplicity of parts, which must be synthesized by the subject in an

apprehens'ion that fixes them iri an ever-variable present. Under the

aspect of simultaneity, moreover, I must not only apprehend parts in

order for knowledge to be possible, but I must also reproduce the past

parts, that is, I must remember the preceding parts in time and syn-

thesize or 'contract'them with the present parts. Under the aspect of

63ECC,p.29.
unwP,p.42; DR,p.28.
65 I{P, p, 118.
66Deleuze insists that it is importart not to confuse the synthesis of time with time itself. ùIartin

Heiclegger, in Kant and the Prol¡letn of Metapltysi.cs, trans. James S. Churchill (Bloomington:

Indiana l-lniversiiy Press, 1962), reintroclucecl an originary time because he rvrongly consìdered

the synthesis of time to be an originary time. See Deleuze's critic¡re in 17 April 1984'
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permanence, finally, I can synthesize the apprehendecl present and the
previous reprocluced presents with the permanence of something that
endures in time, which is related to a concept in an act of recogni-

t'ion ('so it's a table'). Readers of D'ifference and Repet'itr'on notzlbly

in the third chapter on repetition - will recognize the ways in whicli

Deleuze modifies the Kantian analysis of synthesis in the direction of

a concept of pass'iue syntheses.67 The first synthesis (present) is refor-

muiated into the passive organic and corporeal syntheses (habit) that
make any receptivity, in Kant's sense, possible. The seconcl synthesis

(past), following Bergson, posits the need for a concept of the 'pule'
past, without r'vhich the passing of time would be impossible. And
the third synthesis (futr"Lre), rather than appealing Io recogn'it'ion, in-
stead is the condition for the production of lhe netu. 'The more we

study the nature of time', Bergson would later write, 'the more we shall

comprehend that duration means invention, the creation of forms, the
continual elaboration of the ¿ibsolutely new.'68 The production of the
new including the activities of creation found in philosophy, science,

and art is the direct consequence of this liberation of time. Though
the term rarely appears in the lex|, What is Phi,losopLt'y? is a book

on time, or more precisely, a str:dy of the determinations of thought
ihat take place withÌn the pure form of time. What Hrrme called the
association of ideas (resembleince, contiguity, causality) Iinks together

our ideas in time with a minimum of constant rules, thereby forming a

realm of opin'ion that protects us from chaos. Blrt philosophy, science,

and art do more than this, and Deleuze describes their respective activ-
ities using his own (created) vocabulary: from the infinite uariability of
time, philosophers extract uariat'ions that converge as the components

of a consistent concept; scientists extract uariables that enter into deter-

minable relations in a function; and artists extract uarieties that enter

into the composition of a being of sensation.oe

67For the actiue syntheses of the transcendental ego found in l(ant, Deleuze substitutes a tlìeory
of passiue syntlrcsis, derivcd in part from Husserl. Joe Hughes prot'ides an insightful analysis of
the concept of passive synthesis \n Deleuze and, the Genes¡s ol Representation (London and \erv
York: Continuum, 2008), esp. pp. 8-19. See also Keith Faulkner, Deleuze and the Three Sgnthesis

ol Tine (\ew York: Peter Lang, 2005).
GsHenri Bergson, Creati,ue Euoluti,on, trans. Arthur lIitcheÌl (\erv York: Henry HoÌt. 19i1). p.

GswP,p.202.
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A New Analytic of Concepts

The new analytic of concepts presented in What is Philosophy? is an

attempt to insert the form of time into philosophical concepts, assign-
ing them a synthetic structure that is differential and temporal. While
concepts have no identity, they must have a cons'istency, but this consis-

tency must have as its necessary complement the internal uari,abili,ty of
the concept.T0 Deleuze analyzes these two temporal aspects of concepts

under the rubrics of exo-consistency and endo*consistency. For Deleuze,
no concept is ever simple: not only does it link up with other concepts
(exo-corrsistency), but each concept also has its own internal compo-
nerrts (endo-consistency) , which in turn can themselves be considered
as concepts. Descartes' concept of the cog,it,o, for instance, can be said
to have three components. namely, thinking, doubting, and being: 'l
(who doubt) think, arrd therefore I am (a thinkÌng being).' A concept
is therefore always a multiplicity: it is composed of a finite number
of distinct, heterogeneous, and nonetheless inseparable components or
variations; the concept itself is the point of coincidence, condensation, or
accumulation of these component elements, which it renders consistent
i,n i,tself ; and this internal consistency in turn is defined by the zones

of rreighborhood luoi,sinage] or indiscernability that it creates between

these comp<rnents. But like a hypertext, the concept of lhe cogito is

an open-ended multiplicity that contains the potential for bridges that
provide links or crossroads to other Cartesian concepts.Tl The idea of
infinity is the bridge leading from the concept of cog'ito to the concept of
God, a now concerpt that has three components forming the 'proofs' for
the existence of God. In turn, the third proof (ontological) assures the
closure of the concept but also throws out a new bridge or branches off
to a concept of extended bcing, insofar as the concept of God guarantees

the objective truth value of our other clear and distinct ideas.

This exo-consistency of concepts extends to the history of philoso-
phy as well. When Kant later criticized the Cartesian cogi,to, he did so

in the name of a new problematic field: Descartes could not say un-

T0Bellour nicely summarizes tlìe tension inherent in Deleuze's analytic when he aslcs: 'Horv can
the concept be both rvhat suspends, arÌests, consists, ancl rvhat flees, opens all lines of flight?'
See Raymond Bellour, 'Thinking, Recouûtingr 'Ihe Cinema of Gjlles Deleuze', trans. ÌIelissa
lIcllahon, Discourse, !bl. 20, \o. 3 (Fan 1998), pp. 56-75 (p. 71.).

71Paul Patton r¡akes the comparison betrveen Delenzian concepts and hypertext documents in
lris rer.ierv of What is Plúlosophy? in the Zl¡¿es Literary Sttpplement,23 Jnne 1995, pp. 10-12.
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der what form the'l think'is capäble of deterrnining the'I am', and

this cleterminabler forrn, Kant argued, is precisely the fbrm of time. In
this way, Kant introduccd a new component into the Caúesian cogi'to.

Yet to say that Kant 'criticized' Descartes is simply to say thnt Kant
constructed a problem that could riot be occupied or completed by the
Cartesian cog'ito. Descartes created the concept of the cogito, but he

expelled tinie from it as a form of anteriority, making it a simple mode

of succession sustained by a continr-rous divine cre¿l,tion. If Kant intro-
duced tinre as a nerv component of lhe cog'ito, Ìre di<[ so on the condition
of creat'ing a neu clncepú of time: time now becomes a form of inter"ior'
ity wiÍ,h its own internal components (succession, btrt also simultaneity
and permanence). Similarly, to ask if there aIe precursors to the cogito

- for instance, in Augustine is to ask: 'Are there concepts signed by
previous philosophers that have similar or aimost identical components,

but from which one component is lacking, or to which others have been

added, so that a cogito does not crystallize, since the components do

not yet coincide in a self?'72 Concepts, in short, possess an'internal
history, a poterrtial for transmutation into other concepts, which consti-

tutes what Deleuze iikes to call the 'plane of immanence' of philosophy.

Cleating concepLs is constructing some area in the plane, aclcling a ne\\¡ area

to eistìng ones, exploring a new area) filling in rvhat's missing. Concepts are

composìtes, amalgams of Ìines, curves, If nel. concepts har.e to be blought in
all the time, it's just because the plane of imrnanence has to be constructed
alea by arezr, constmctecl locally, going fiom one point to the next,Ts

It is precisely through this kind of analysis that one can account for
the various kinds of conceptual becomings that one finrìs in Deleuze's

own work, and the transformations he himself introduced into concepbs

drawn from the history of philosophy. 'The history of philosophy',
Deleuze writes, 'means that we evaiuate not only the historical nov-
elty of the concepts created by the philosopher, but also the polver of
their becoming when they pass into one anotlier'.74

A complete study of Deleuze's analytic of concepts woulcl have to ex-
aminc the way the form of time permeates the other aspects of Deleuze's

analyses. Concepts, for instance, are never created r'villy-nil1y, but aI-

ways as the function of a problem, and the analytic of concepts developed

72 WP, p, 26.
73 Negotiat'ions, p, 747
74wP,1>. 32.
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tn What i,s Philosophy? finds its necessary correlate in the dialectic of
problems formulated tn Di,fference and Re¡.teti,ti,on. Deleuze considered
himself to be a 'pure metaphysician', but his fundamental metaphysical
position is that Being is a problem: Being always presents itself uncler a

problematic fbrm, as a series of problematizations that are themselves
temporal.Ts One might say that Plato invents the concept of the ldea in
response to the problem of rivalry in the Greek cities (Socrates contra
the Sophists) , Descartes creates lhe cog'ito in response io the problem

of absolute subjective certainty, and Leibniz formulates a whole series

of hallucinatory concepts - expression, perspective, compossibility, har-
mony - in response to the problem of sufficient reason: everything has

a reason, everything has to have a reason. Philosophy is the creation
of concepts, but the creation of concepts has as its condition the con-

struction of a problem or problems, which are themselves temporal. To

'problematize' a concept thus does not only rnean that one places it in
question; it means that one seeks to determine the nature of the prob-
lem to which it serves as a solution, While it is relatively easy to define

the true and the false in relation to solutions whose problems are al-

ready stated, it is rnuch more difficult to distinguish between well-posed
and badly-posed problems, which is why philosophy has often taken the
form of a critique of false problems.T6 Kant criticized the concepts of the
Soul, the Wclrld, and God for being derived from 'problems without so-

lution.'77 Bergson similarly argued that questions such as'Why is there
something rather than nothing?' or'Why is there clisorder rather than
order?' or 'Why is there this rather than that (when that was equerlly
possible)?' are false problems derived from a confusion of the more
with the less.78 Wittgenstein even attempted to show that, through an

75See \¡illa¡i, La guêpe et I'orchid,ée, p. 130: 'I feel myself lo be Bergsonian, rvhen Bergson says

that modern science has not found its metaphysics, the metaphysics it needs. It is this metaphysics
that interests me. . . lt is in this manner, it seems to me, that philosophy can be considered as a
science: determining the conditions of a problem,' Follorving Deleuze, ÌIichel Foucaulb v-ould later
take up this conccpt of(problcnatization' in interpreting the course of his orvn t'ork, See }lichel
Foucault, 'Polemics, Politics, and Problematizations', in Tlte Foucault Read,er, ed, Paul Rabinorv
(lerv York: Pantheon lSooks, 1984), pp. 381-90,

T6Gilles Deleuze, Bergsonism (Zone Books, 1988), pp. 16-17.
TTImnanuel l{ant, Cri.tique of Pure Reason, trans. Norman l{emp Smith (London: Vlacmillal,

1929), p, 319, 4328/8384: 'The absolute rvhole of appearances þhe Worlcl] is only an ldea, since
it remains a problem to rvhich tÌìere is no solution.'

TsBergsonisn, pp, 17-18. See Bergson's classic article'The Possible and the Real', in Henri
Bergson, The Creatiue Ìulind. Íans. },labclle L. Anclison (Totorva, Ierv Jersey: Littlefield, A.dams
&: Co., 1965). pp. 91-106.
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analysis of language use, most philosophical problems coulcl in fact be

dissolvecl'like a lump of sugar in water.'7e Yet even more difficult than
the critique of false or badly-formulatecl problems, as both Kierkegaard

and Whitehead insisted, is the assessment of whethcr or not a probiem

ts important or 'interest'ing.80 Henri Poincaré said that, in mathematics,

constructing a proof for unimportant problem was wotse than discov-

ering a flaw in one's proof for a remarkable problem: the former will
reûlain eternally trivial, r'vhile the latter can be corrected and may have

already gained important terrain.sl The tmth of a solution, in other
words, is,less irnportant than the truth or interest ofthe problem being
dealt with (a problem always has the sohrtion it'deselves'). The same

is true in philosophy: one can read pages and pages that are not false,

but are without interest or importance. It is true that the pl'obleûr

that animates a philosopher is not always clearly stated: to engage in
the history of philosophy is to recover these problerts, and thereby to
discover what is innovative in the concepts being created. Mediocre
histories of philosophy link up concepts as if they go without sàying

as if they Ìrad not been created -- without cletermining the problems

to which they correspond. Similarly, mediocre philosophers are those
who create no concepts and instead make use of ready-made notioris;
they remain irr the realm of opinion, ignorant of the problems at issue.

Problems in turn are expressed in the form of questions, ¿rnd Deleuze's

erarly writings are critical of the 'Wh¿rt is... ?' form of questioning, as a

means of attaining essences, in favor of questions such as Who? Which
one? How many? How? Where? When? In which case? From what
point of view? 'For a long time, concepts had been used to determine
what something zs (its essence) . We, on the contrary, are interested
in the circumstances of a thing: in which cases, where and when, how,
¿ind so on? For L1s, a concept should express an event, and no longer an
essence.'82 If one has neither a concept nor a problem, one is rrot doing

TeLuclrvig Wittgenstein, Philosoplti.cal Occasions, 1912-1951, ed. James I(lagge and Alfrcd
llordmann (Ilclianapolis: Hackett, 1993), p, 193. \o doubt this lvas one reason Deleuze rvas

not sympâthetic to Wiltgensteinr lhe dissolution of false problems has as its necessar)¡ correlate
the construction of true probìems.

80I(ierkegaard argued that the ,interesting is one of the fundamental câtcgorics of philosophy. See
Søren l{ierkegaard,, Fear and. Tremblíng, tra¡s. ,{.lastair Hannay (London: Penguin Books, 1985).
p, 109: 'The câtegory I rvould like to exa.mine a little more closely is that of the interesting. . .'

srSee Ne4oti,ations, p. 130: 'Poincaré usetl to say that man¡, mathematical theories are com-
pletely irrelerant, pointless, He dicln't say they \\¡ere wrong - that s'oulcln't have beeu so bacl.'

s2Negotiations,p.25. Fortheiclcaofa'philosophyofcircunstances',seel,IichelScrres, ?lle
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philosophy: one must become an apprentice not only to the creation of
concepts but to the constitution of problems and questions.

Moreover, both problems and qr-restions, in turn, presuppose pre-
philosophical images of thought, that is, images of what it means to
think that pre-exist any particular 'method' of resolving a problem or
creating a concept. Bolrowing a telm coined by Ba.khtin, Deleuze sug-
gests that every explicit method in philosophy envelopes an implicit
'chronotope'of thought, that Ìs, a noetic landscape of space-time with
its own geography, inhabited by what Deleuze would come to call a

conceptual personaj a 'somewhat mysterious' notion that appears in
Deleuze's writings for the first time in Wl¿at is Philosophy?.8s The
temporal aspect of thought (the before and after) is the order of rea-
sons that a thinker creates between concepts; the spatial aspect is its
c'listribution of aims, means, and obstacles. But the conceptual char-
acter of philosophers - as opposed to their psycho-social or historical
character - is an internal condition for the production of their concepts:
it concerns 'that which belongs by right to thought and only to thorrght',
even if it remains inseparable from empirical, psychological, and social
deterrninations.s4 To give a simple example: one could say that Plato,
Descartes, and Kant all shared the same aim the truth but they
inhabited the problern of truth through difierent conceptual characters.
If Plato wanted to find the truth, for instance, if he wanted to find the
intelligible essence behind appearances (the ldea), it is because he did
not want to be deceived by the false claimants to truth th¿rt he found in
the Athenian democracy (sophists, rhetoricians, orators, artists). This
is the lived problem confronted by his thought: 'l do not want to be

deceived.' But when Descartes sought ihe truth in T,he Medi,tations, he

did so in relation to the different problem of subjective certitude: the
senses deceive me, the scholastics deceive me, perhaps God is a mali-
cior-rs demon that deceives me, and in the end it is I who deceive myself
and allow myself to be deceived. This is not the same way of posing
the problem of truth: it is animated by a different conceptual character
('I do not want to deceive myself'). and it pt'oduces a different concept

Fiue Senses, trans. ùIargaret Sankey ancl Peter Corvley (London: Continuum, 2008), esp. pp,
282-88.

ttWP, p. 61; ùIikhail \/L Bahktin. 'Forms of Time and of Chronotope in the \ovel,, in Tåe
Dialogical Inagination: Fou.r Essays, trars. Caryl Emerson and I'Iichael Holquist, ed. lilichael
Holquist (Austin: Lniversity olTexas Press, 1981), pp. 84-258,

8'r I.T/P, p, 69.
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of tmth. What is important to Descartes is that deception and error

are themselves modes of thought, ancl thns the first certitude Descartes

finds - the first truth - is the 'l think': even when I am being deceived

or am in error, I am still thinking. When Kant in turns says, 'l rvant

the truth', he again means something very different: 'I do not want to
deceive.' This entails yet a,nother manner of living the relation to truth.
If Plato lvas marked by the Athenian democracy, Kant was a creature

of the Reformation, and had discovered moral rigor. Kant thus subor-

dinated krrowledge (speculative reason) to morzr,lity (practical reason) :

morality ,no longer depends on one's knowledge, as in the virtue of the
sage or wise man; rather, knowledge is itself subject to a higher finality,
the fìnaliiy of a moral reason. 'I do not want to deceive' indeed engen-

ders Kant's search for the truth the operation of knowledge - but it
does so by strictly subordin¿rting knowledge to a practical finaliiy. If
Kant does not want to deceive, it is because only beings that do not
deceive are free, or can even cl¿rim to be free. In Kant, intelligible na-
ture is no longer found in an essencer as in Plato, but in a community
of nioral beings, the kingdom of ends. In short, the concepts created by
Plato, Descartes, and Kant fill a noetic space-time following a temporal
order of reasons and a spatial order of airns, means and obstacles, but
each of them refer to a prior image of thought inhabited by very diflcr-
ent conceptual personae, which can be summarized in the cries, 'l do
not want to be deceived','I do not want to deceive myself', and'I do
not want to deceive.' The differing methods of the three philosophers

dialectic, analytic, transcendental are derived from these images,

lvhich preexist any explicit methodology,

The Power of the False

Deleuze's analytic of concepts, in other words, not only introduces time
into concepts, but also into the construction of problems and questions.

as well a,s the transformation of images of ihought and the conceptual
characters that inhabit them. Indeed, one of the most significant impli-
cations of Deleuze's analyses is that the form of tirne places the concept
of truth in crisis. Philosophers tend to speak of the true with a rever-
ence once reserved for the divine, as if its value were r,rnquestioned.ss

s5SimilarÌy, one coulcl say that our culture has ¡'ei to develop a secularlzecì relation to scierrce;
see Serres, The Fiue,9enses. pp, 334-5.
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Yet truth is itself a concept, with its own becoming. Nietzsche seems

to have been correct r.vhen he said that he was the first see that the
corLcept of truth poses a philosophical problem: 'Let us thus defìne our
own task - the value of truth must for once be experimentally utlled
into rluest'ion . . Suppose we want the truth: Why not rather untruth?
Or uncertainty? Or ignorance?...Thor,rgh it scarcely seerïs cledible, it
finaLly almost seems to us as if the problem had never even been put
so far -- as if we were the first to see. it, fix our eyes on it, and ri,sk iT,.

For it does involve a risk, and perhaps there is none that is greater.s6
Deleuze's thesis is that the concept of truth enters into crisis when it
confronts tlre form of time: the form of the true gives way lo the power

of the false. Speaking in general terms, the true is not the same thing as

the real; it is rather the distinction between the real and the imaginary
(or between essence and appearance). The false is not the imaginary; it
is rather the confusion of the imaginary with the real (or of the appar-
ent with the essential). What lve call error is the act that consists of
making this confusion: the false is effectuated in erLoL, which confuses

the imaginary and the real.87 How theLr do we distinguish the false from
the true? Only the true has aform (eidos); the false has no form, and

error consists in giving the false the form of the true. Since Aristotle,
the forn'r of the true has had a precise sense: the nniversal and the nec-

essary. The true ls that which is universal and necessary, always ancl

everywhere, irr all times and in all places. This is not a universality of

fact buf, a universality of ri,ght. In fact, it may be that peopie rarely
think, arrcl rarely think the true. But to say that only the true has a

form is to insist that, in principler, if you think a trizr,ngle, you cannot
deny that its threc angles are necessarily equal to two right angles. Uni-
versality and neccssity qualify lhe judgmenls that are made of the form
of the true; since the false has no form, judgments made about it are by
right deprived of all universality anrl necessity. Who then is the truthful
person? In classical philosophy, what corresponds to the real in an idea

is its power to represent, while what corresponds to the imaginary is the
capacity of an idea (or image) to produce a rnodification of my body or
soul. The former attains to essences, while the latter leaves one mired
in a,ppearances, and the anguish of the passions. The truthful person is

86Friedrich Nieizsche, Genealog'¡1 ol Morals, Essay III, $24, 153.
87DR, p. t48.

DANIEL \V. S\,IITFI 97

thus someone who would allolv their body and soul to be modified orrly

by the form of the true. The activity through which this takes place

can be called the in-format'ion of the soul by the trr-re, which takes as

its moclel the Eternal (the universal and the necessary).88

If time puts the concept of truth in crisis, it cloes so not at the level

of its content ('truth changes with time'), Ì¡ut rather at the level of its
form: the form of time takes the place of the (r-rniversal) form of the
true. The false is thereby given a power of its own: if the false does

not have a form, it nonetheless has a power. When does the false take
on a power? When it is freed from the model of tmth, that is, rvhen

the false is no longer presented as being true. What can disengage the
concept of the false from the modei of truth? The answer is: time.
Just as Deleuze attempts to formulate a concept of difference-in-itself,

freed from its subordination to the concept of identity, so he attempts
to formulate a concept of the false-in-itself, freed from its subordination
to the concept of truth (and error). But this in no rvay irnplies the ba-

nal conclusion that'everything is false', which lvould now be presented

as a truth: as Nietzsche said, in one of his most profound phrases, in
abolishing the tme world we have also abolished the false world of ap-

pearances.se There is no longer either truth or appealance, and the
false is no longer presentecl as beirrg true; instead, the false assumes a

power of its own. Wh¿r,t then is the 'power' of the false? If the form
of the true is derived from the power of judgement, the power of the
false is a power of metamorphosis, that is, a power of creat'ior¡,. Cre-
ative of what? At this point, there is no reason not to re-employ the
word 'truth'. The power of the false is creative of truth but this is,

precisely, a neu conce[)t of truth: truth is no longer a timeless universal
to be discovered, but a singularity to be created (in time). 'Philosophy
creates concepts, which are neither generalities nor even truths; they
are rather of the order of the Singular, the Irnpoltant, the New.Ð0

When the form of time is put into the concept, the falsifi,er fle faus-
sa'ire] that is, the artist, the creator - takes the place of the iruthful
person. The falsifier is not a liar, since the liar is localizable (the liar

88On the concept of information, in this sense, see Gilbert Simondon, L'ind,iuid,uation ò, la
lumiere des noti,ons de forme et d'information (Grenoble: Editions Jerone ìtlilÌon, 2005).

seFliedrich Nietzsche, The Twilight ol the klols,'HoÍ' the 'True World' Finally Becamc a Fable',
in Tl¿e Portable Nóetzsche, ed, and tra¡rs. Walter Kaufman (\erv Yorh: Viking Press, 1954), p.
486.

eo TRM, p. zsï.
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'owns'his lies), whereas the falsifier is non-localizable: the power of the
faÌse exists only under the forn-r of a .series of powers. To ask 'What
is a falsifier?' is a badly-posed question, since the falsifier does not
exist apart from an irreducible plurality or multiplicity: behind every
falsifier there is only another falsifier (a mask behind every mask). The
qr:estiorr becomes: where is one placed within the chain of falsifiers'i
As Nietzsche showed, the truthful person is himself nothing other than
the first power of the false: Plato distinguished between the true world
and the apparent world, but to do s<t he fìrst had to create Lhe concept
of the ldea. If the power of the false is what Nietzsche called the will
to power, one can distinguish two extremes or two powers within this
wil1, namely, the will T,o judqe and the r,vill to create, and it is the lat-
ter that constitutes the higher power. On this score, Deleuze suggests
th¿r,t there have been three great presentations of the theme of the falsi-
fier: in philosophy, the final book of Nietzsche's Th'us Spoke Zarathustra
(the chain of the 'higher' men, each of which corresponcls to a power
of the false); in literature, Hermann N¡lelville's final masterpiece, Tlte
Conf,dence Man; alr'd in cinema, Orson Welles's last frIm, F for Fake.el
The latter provides an instructive exploration of the difference between
the painter Vermeer and Hans van X/eegeren, the famous forger of Ver-
meer's works. How clid van Meegeren pass off his forgeries as genuine
Vermeers? Precisely because he made use of the criteria of experts, and
the expert is someone who judges: the expert is abie to recognize a
true Vermeer by means of criteria he himself has established concerning
Vermeer's stylc and periods. The forger thcn studies these criteria ancl

uses them to produce the forgery, to the point wherc the expert will
declare, 'This is clearly a genuine Vermeer because it corresponds to
ali the criteria.' The expert always has a forger within him, since they
are both nourished ofl the same substance: the system of judgement.e2

What then is the difference between Vermeer and his forger? Both ihe
artist and the forger belong to the chain of falsifiers, but Vermeer has
a polver of metamorphosis, whereas the forger and the expert scarcely
know how to change: theirs is already an exhausted life that can do lit-
tle more than judge the creations of others. The expert and the forger
are urrited in their exaggerated taste for form (the form ofthe true),

elSee ?| pp. 134, 145, as rvell as 8 \ov 1983 a¡cl 12 Jrur 1984.
e2 TL p. t46.
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but the artist is able to take the power of the false to a higher degree

that is reaiized, not in form, but \n transt'ormation. It is this sam<l

vision that animates Deleuze's conception of philosophy: philosophy is

the enterprise clf the creation of truth (the creatiort of concepts), that
is, the rvill to power at its highest degree, which has as its necessary

correlate the will 'to have clone with .juclgement'.e3

The Universal Thought-Flow

There is a final topic to consider, which What is Philosophu? hints at

but doesjnot discuss in detail. If philosophy is the creation of concepts,

what is the process that lies al Lh.e real genesis of concepts or lhe, real

origin of thinking'/ The qr"restion of hor,v to 'begin' has always been a

delicate question in philosophy, and a,lthough Delerrze raises this ques-

tion in DiJf erence and Repetition,e4 \'te will approach the problem here

by considering the following (somewhat obscr-rre) passage from one of
Deleuze's seminars on Leibniz:

What is gir.en, at the limit, cou1c1 be callecl a flox'þzø]. It is llows that
are given, and creation consists in cutting, organizing, and connecting flol's,
in such a manner that a creation is sketched out ol made around certain
singularìties extracted from the flou's. , . Imagine the universal thought flol'
as a kind of internal monologue, the intelnal monologue of everyone lvho

thinks, .. The concept is a system of singularities extt'actecl fpréleuél from a
thought florv... One can also conceive of a continuous acoustic flori' that tla-
velses the lvorld and that even encompasses silence (pelhaps that is only an

Iclea, but it matters little if this Iclea is justified). A mnsician is someone lvho

extracts something from this florv,95

Somewhat abruptly, and in a vaguely Spinozistic manner, Deleuze

here posits the existence of what he calls the 'universal thought flow',
everr if its status is simply that of a justifiable ldea: just as we may

have an ldea of a continuous flow of matter in the universe, of r'vhich

we ourselves are modifications, so we can conceive of a continuous flow
of thought in the universe, of which we are likewise modifications. 'I
maintain', Spinoza similarly r,vrote,'that there is in Nature arr infinite
power of thinking.'e6 The thoughts that come ancl go in our heads, of

e3 ECC. p. tz6.
e4 DR, p, 729.
e5l)eleuze, 15 Apr 1980.
e6Spi.ora, Letter 32. to Olclenburg, 20 \or' 1665, in S¡tínoza: The Complete \Vorks, trans

Samuel Shirlev (lndianapoÌis: Hackett, 2002), p. 849.
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which we are neithcr the origin nor the author, are the proclucts of this
thought flow. or more precisely, thev are themselves ihe very movement
of this universal flow of thought a flow that is anonymous, impersonal,
and incieterminate, like a continuous internal monologue. Leibniz had
already argued, against Desczrrtes, that it is illegitimate to say 'I thirrk,
therefore I am', not because'I am,does not follor,v from,l think,, but
rather because, from the activity of thought, I can never derive an 'r'.
At best, Descartes can claim th¿r,t'there is thirrking,or that,thought
has taken place'.e7 Both Spinoza anr.l Leibniz argued that there is an
automatism to thought just as there is a mechanism of the body: we ¿ìre

all 'spiritual automatons' it is not tue who think, br-rt rather thought
that takes place within us.e8 Nietzsche likewise observed that 'a thought
comes lvhen 'it' wants, not when 'I' want',99 and in one of his notebooks
he aclded:

A thought. . , comes up in me l'here from? Hol,? I simply clon,t knolv,
It comes, independently of my lvill, usualll' sur.rounclecl ancl obscurecl by a
mass of feelings, desires, aversions, and also other. thoughts.. . One pulls it
lthe thought] out of this mass, cleans it off, sets it on its feet, and then sees
horv it stancls ancl holv it rvalks all of this in an asto.ishing presáa anc.l yet
n'ithout any sense of hurry. Just uho does all this I have no idca, and I am
surely mole a spectator than originator of this plocess.l00

What then does it mean to say that a concept is a 'system of singular-
ities extracted lpréleuél from a thought flou,'? To ¿ìnswer this questiorr,
we need to consider what r,ve might call the 'usual, status of the univer-
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sal thought flow, and Deleuze has formulated a concept to describe it:

stupi,rti,tE lbetisel).'stupidity is a structurc of thought as such.'101 Morer

to the point, to a certain degree, stupidity is the bøs¿c structure of the

universal thought flow. The thoughts that pass through our mincl every

day are not falsehoods, nor are they errors ol even a tissue of errorsl

every thor-Lght rnay be trtie, but they are nonetheless stupidities, inani-

ties. There is, no doubt, a certain provocation invoived in Deleuzel's

use of this term (the French term bêti'se is derived ftom bête' tire word

for a beast or an animal) , since other philosophers have made a sim-

ilar point by appeaiing to clifferent concepts, Heideggel spoke of idle

talk or idle chatter, and the fact that, most of the time, our thor-rghts

are ihe thoughts of what 'They' think (Døs 1'tlan).r02 Plato spoke of
the reign of the dora or the realm of opinion, and he saw the task of
philosophy as the attempt to break with the d,ora, Ío extract oneself

from opinion. Bui the point remains the same: the thoughts thzr't pass

through our heads, carried along by the universal thought flow, are

stupid thoughts - thoughts that are determincd, often, by the inanity
of the culture that surrounds us. Is this not the aim of marketing ancl

advertising: to modify the thought-flow, to populate it with anonymous

thoughts about making one's laundry brighter ot one's teeth whiter? For

Deleuze, the misadventure that constantly threatens thinking is not er-

ror or falsehood, bttt stupidiiy (clichés, ready-made ideas, conventions,

opiniorrs... ). William James saicl that what prevents the cre¿ltion of
truth are the truths r,ve think we already possess.103 Vloreover, at a

deeper ievel, one might say that schizophrenia also reveals a possibil-

ity for thought, lvhich is why Artziud plays such an important role in
Deleuze's work. 'Artaud said that the problem (for him) was not to
orient his thought, or to perfect the expression of what he thought, or

to acquire application and method, or to perfect his poems, but simply
to manage to think sornething. For him, this lvas the orily conceivable
<r*or¡rr.t104 In different ways, both the flow of stupidity and psychosis

reveal the internal problem thai ihor-rght itself corrstantly confronts:

as Heidegger pr-rt it, 'whai is most thought-provoking in our thought-

l0rGilles Deletze, Nietzsclte antl Philosophy, trans. b¡,'HugÌr Tomlinson (Continuurr, 2006), p,
98.
l02llartin Heidegger, Being and, Time, lrans. John llacquarrie ard Edrva¡d Robinson (\erv

York: Harper & Rorv, 1962), $$25-27, p. 35.
ro3l'Villiam Janes, Pragmati.sm (1907) (\erv Yorhr Dover, 1995), p. 24.
roa DR, p. t47.

e?James macle a similar point in his araìysis of s,hat he called 'the strean of thought,, see
\\¡illiam Jarnes, The Principles of Psychology (1S90), \,b1, 1 (\erv yorh: Do'er, 1950), fp. 224_5:
'The first fact for us. . . is thâ.r thinkìng of some sort goes on. . , If rve could say in English ,li thinks,,
as 1ve sây'it raiils'or'it blolvs', $'e should be stâting the fact most simpÌy and rvith the minimum
of æsumption. As rve cannot, tve must sirnply say thàt thought goes on.,esspinoza, The Emend,ation of the Intettect. $8b, in Tåe collectetl works of spinoza, ed.. and
trans. Edrvin curley (Princeton: Princeton Lniversity press, 1gg5), p. BZ: ,so far as I knol, they
lthe ancients] never conceived the soul (as rve do here) as acting according to certâin larvs, like a
spiritual automaton.' Leibniz, for his orvn reasons, appealed to the same inage. sce ,clarification
of the Difficulties rvhich \lr. Bayle has Found in the Nerv system of the union of Soul and Body,.
in Gottfried wilhelm r'e1hniz, Phi,losopltical papers anri, Letters,2d ecl., ed. Leroy E. Loemker
(D^o^rdrecht: D. Reidel, 1969), p, 495: ,The soul is a most exact spiritual ¿utornaton.,eeFriedriclr \ietzsche, Beyond, Good and Euit,177, in Basic wri,tinls of N,¿etzscl¿e, ecl. ancl trans.
Walter I{aufman (\erv York: }Iodern Library, 1992)- p. 2I4.l.'Friedrich ìietzsche, wrítings from the Late Noieboo/rs, ed. Rüdiger Bittner (canbridge:
Cambridge University Press, 2003), p, 34 (- \otebook 38[i] : KSA 11:3SI1l), Sce also Då
p. 118: 'It is not even cleÐ that thought, in so far âs it constitutes the clynàmism peculiar to
philosophical systems, nây be relatecl to a substantial, completed, ancl well-constitutåcì sub¡ect.
such as the cartesian cogito: thought is, rather, one of those terrible movements rvhich ca¡ be
sustainecl only rurder the conditions of a lal'al subject.,
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provoking time is the fact lhal we are not yet thinking.'101 On this
score, Deleuze likes to cite a phrase of the French filmmaker Jean-Luc
Godarcl: pas rlne 'image juste, juste une image ('no| a iust image, just
an image'). Since we are constantly besieged by irnages that are nothing
but clicliés, the task of the filmmaker is not to create just or rnoral or
r-rplifting images, but simply to create an image tout court * that is, to
manage to create an image that is not a cliché. That in and of itself is

enough: to create even a single image that is not a cliché. The sarne
is true for the creation of concepts in the realm of thought: 'to think
is to create there is no other creation but to create is first of all /o
eng ender "th'tnktng " ui,th'in thought.'106

Given the reign of stupidity in the realm of thought, and the reigrr of
clichés in the realm of art (and even the reign of psychic clichés in our
affective and perceptive life), what then is the process that constitutes
a real act of creation? How is ihinking engendered within the habitual
ciichés of the universal thought flow? We have already seen Deleuze's
response: thinking is always engendered through the fortuitousness of
an encounter with a problem (under the form of ¿rn intensity), which
alone guarantees the necessity of what it forces us to think. Philosophy
has long been content to assume a 'dogmatic' image of thought which
presupposes that thinking is a voluntary activity; thai ihe thinker has

a natural afiìniiy for the truth; that we are led into etrror by what's
foreign to thought (the body, the passions) ; and thus th¿rt rvhat we

need to think well is simply a method that will ward off error and bring
us back to the truthful nature of thought.107 But Deleuze is pointing
to a generalized thought process that cannot be covered over with this
reassuring dogmatic image. Thinking is never the result of a voluntary
will, but rather the result of forces that act r:pon us from the outside:
we search for 'truth' and begin to think only when we are compelled
to do so, when we undergo a violence that impels us to such a search
ancl wrests us from our natural stupor. ÃIazy schoolboy who suddenly
becomes 'good at Latin' because he has fallen in love with a classmate
is no less an instance of this than Leibniz's relentless pr-rrsuit of the
problem of sufficierrt reason, and there is no method that can determine

1osMartin Heidegger, Whatis Catted. Thiruking?, trans. Irecl D. Wieck and J. Glenn Gray (Nerv
York: Harper, 1968), p. 64.

roç DR, p. L47.
r07Deleuze, Ni,etzsche and Philoso¡thy. p. I03.
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in adva,nce what cornpels us to think.108 The 'conceptr,tal persona' one

finds in Deleuze is not the Platonic Jrientl, voluntarily exercising a nat-
nral desire for the truth in dialogue r'vith others about a'What is... ?'

question, but rather something akin to lhe jealou,s louer, invohtntarily
forced to confront a problem whose coordinates are derived precisely

from the questions Plato rejected: What happened? When? Where?

Why? With whom? Deleuze saicl that he himself frequently sought ma-

terial in encounters outside of philosophy, althclugh these occurred more

often with films and paintings than with people.lOe But this is precisely

why Delzuze, like Kant, distinguishr':s knowlcdge from thinking knoul,-
edge ts only a result or an ontcome; it is the establishment of a territory,
a competence or specialisation; but thi,nking is a process of learning or
apprenticeship that is initiated by one encounter with a problem, and
necessarily stems from the depth of one's or,vn ignorance.l1O 'How else

can one write but of those things which one doesn't know, or knows

badly?' Deleuze asks in his preface Io Difference and Repetition. 'It is

preciseiy there that lve imagine having something to say, We write only
at the frontiers of our knowledge, zit the border which separates our
knowledge from our ignorance and transforms the one into the other.
Only in this manner are r /e rersolved to lvrite. To satisfy ignorance is to
put offwriting until tomorrow'- or rather, to make it impossible.'111

Yet the encounter with a problem would mean nothing if ther uni-
versal thor,rght flor'v were nothing but a flow of str-rpiclity, that is, if it
ciid not have its own singularities. Indeed, this is why the corrcept of
'singularity' plays such an important role in Deleuze's philosophy. In
mathematics, the singular is opposed to the regular: the singulal is

what escapes the regularity of the nrle it is the production of the
new (the point where a curve changes direction) . Vlore importantly,
some singularities are remarkable, while others are ordinary, arrcl in tiris
sense, one could say that there are two poles of Deleuze's philosophy:

'Everything is remarkable!' and 'Everything is ordinary!'.112 It is in
terms of these two poles that lve can understand the real g<lnesis of

l08Dclcuze, Proust and,,9i9ns (Athlone, 2000), p. 22,
ros L'Abécédaíre de Giltes Deleuze. C.
rro Negotiations, p, 7 .

trrDR,p.xxi. Deleuze ând Guattari similarly suggest that Anti-Oedipus u'as rvritten out of
ignorance: '\l'e rvould like to speak in the name of an absolrrte incompetence' (Gilles Deleuze and
Fèlix Guatta¡i, Anti,-Oedipus (Contimrum, 2004), p. ai5).

tr2The Fokl,, p. 91; cf. Tl p. i5.i
:1:.
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concepts. In Deleuz<:'s onbology, every moment, every event, every in_
dividual, eve'y thought is singultrr: Being is clifferrerice, that is, it is
the inexhaustible creation of cliffercnce, bhe constant prodr-rction of the
new, the incessant genesis of the heterogeneous. yet the ontological
conclition of difference is that, in being produced, singularities become
regularized, made ordinary,'norr::nalizeci' (in Foucault's sense). It is this
reduction of the singular to the ordinary that Deleuze calls the appara-
tus of'capture': the inevitable processes ofstratification, regularization,
normaiization or ¡lerhaps what we might call 'stupid-ization, in the
realm of thought.113 The characterization of the ,usual, status of the
tho'ght-flow as having a structnre of stupidity was thus a derivative
characterization, for the thought flow is indeecl constituted by remark-
able singularities - but they are singularities that have been rendered
ordinary and banal. As Nietzsche wrote, in a slightly diflerent context,
'fundamentally, all our actions are altogether incomparably personal,
unique, and infiniiely individual; there is no cloubb of that. But as soon
as we translate them into consciousness llzey no longer seem to öe., This
is why Deleuze insists that the distinciion between the regular (what
belongs to the rule) and the singular (what escapes the rule) ¿lncl eve'
more so, the remarkabie and the ordinary - is much more important in
philosophy than the distinction between the tn.re and the false.

If zi concept is a 'system of singularities extracted from a thought
flow', this process of extraction has two necessarily correlative aspects -
destruction (the destruction of the cliché) and creation (the creation of
the new). Deleuze has examined this two-ford process of thought in his
analysis of the act of painting in Franc,is Bacon.714 painters never sim-
ply work on the white surface of a canvas, Deleuze suggests, since the
canvas is already filled, actually or virtually, with the images (clichés,
perceptual schemata) that painters bring with them, so that the first
task of the pairrter is not to cover the canvas, bu," to emphl ,it out: Io
destroy the ciiché. Bacon's technique was to make random marks, to
throw the paint from various angles and at various speeds, or to scrub,
sweep, or wipe the canvas preciseiy in order to clear out locales or
zones that would destroy the nascent cliché and make possible the cre-
ation of an image. It is as if a 'cata,strophe, or ,chaos, overcame the
lrsGilles Deleuze and Fèlix Guattari, A Tlnttsan¡l Plateaus: Cap,italism and. Schizophrenia trans.

by Brian l{assruni (Continuum, 2004), p. 487.
rr4Francis Bacon: Tl¿e Log,ic of Sensatioz, pp. 71-90,
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canvasr which at once loosened thel clichés of visual organizzr,tion and

outlined 'possibilities of fa,ct' for the emerging image being cleated

though with the perpetual possibility that one couid botch the painting

or fall back into the cliché.115 And just as th<: painter must clestroy

the cliché in order to create an image, the philosopher can create only

by destroying the givens of opinion in order to extract the singula,rities

of ihought. This then is the real process thai lies at the genesis of

every act of creation, and which unites the various aspects of Deleuze

analytic of concepts: if the singr-rlar is produced under conditions th¿it

corrstantly reduce it to the regular or the ordinary, then the task of

creation anounts to a constant and ever-rener'ved struggle against the

reign of clichés in order to extract singularities from the thor"rght-flow

and make them function consistently as uariabi'l'ities on a new plane of

creation: the uariat'ions of a philosophic conccpt (ihe plane of imm¿r,-

nence), lhe uariables of a scientific function (the plane of reference),

and the uariet'ies of a work of art (the plane of composition) .

Pli

:4.

.t:,
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lrsOn the time (or temporal sl,ntìresis) proper to painting, see 31 \Iar 1981,
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The Disparate: Ontology and
Folitics in Sirnondon

Alberto Toscano

Introduction

Within the arnbit of corLternporary continental pliilosophy, a veritable
differend has opened up between two rvays of articulating the politi-
cal and the ontological, both emerging out of the post-68 mutations
of Marxist theory and communist politics: on the one hand, we have a

vitalist-Spinozist lineage centled on a concept of a self-valorising, polver-

ful multiplicity, itself considered as expressive and constructive of being,

on the other a Cartesian, or Sartrean, conception of political subjectiv-
ity thnt depends on the evacnation of any expressive substance from be-

ing and an emphasis on the discontinuous character of politicisation and
the continued significance of decision and organisation for emancipatory
politics. The latter position, to cite À{erleau-Ponty's anti-Sartrean ep-

ithet, could be regarded as a kind of 'ultra-Bolshevism', while the first
returns us to some of the Bergsonist tendencies that fascinated the syn-
dicalist left at the beginning of the twentieth century. Or, to use terms
from B¿icLiotls Logirlues des m,ortdes, we could vielv the contemporary
scene as split between a materialist dialectic of the void and the ex-

ception, and a democratic niaterialism corrcerned with corporeal and
linguistic politics.

Without delving further into this position, ,,vhich broadly pits Badiou
against Negri, in this paper I'd like to complicate this debate somewhat
by introducirrg a third positiorr, as it were, that of Gilbert Simondon,
which is particr-rlarly relevant here, inasmuch as the theme of ontology
and politics, as proposed by Andrelv Benjamin, has been conceived in
terms of the category of relation one of Simondon's key concepts.

What I hope very briefly to show is the manner in r,vhich Simondon
tries to think together na,tnre and excess, technology and revolution,
in a nianner that might at least dislocate some of the common-places

.:L
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life. 'Work ancl capital', he writes, 'arriue late on tl¿e.scene with regard

to the technical individual', which 'is not t'rom the sam'e epoch as the

Iabour that activates it and the capital which frames it'.3

But can we absolve the relational anrl creative powel' of invention

from any truck with the 'molar' struggles of capital and labour? Would

this not be a kincl of'angelic' relation? In this respect, by isolatirrg a

new politics of machinic organisation ancl invention from the explana-

tory tools of the critique of political economy, Simoirdon appears to
block access to an immanent conLprehension of the capture of invention

ancl the machine by the capital. To put it differently, and in terms

dear to both Marx and Negri, by treating the subsumptiorr of technol-

ogy to capital as formal rather than real or ontological, Simondon loses

the means of thinking the contemporary convergence of invention and

work, an indiscernibility that stili requires an understanding of the so-

ciogenctic function of exploitation. In other words, the configuration
of ontology and politics cannot evade the manner in whicli the 'real
abstractions' of capitalism - money, value, abstract labour mould the
very being of machines, inventions and subjects.

1. The unequal

Leaving aside for the moment the questions of political econorny, what
are the effects of'forcing' the passag<; from the level of ontological spec-

ulation to that of political experimentation? Rather than turning to
Simondon for a set of concepts with which to format the political, the
most interestirrg 'political' repercussions of his thought can be found in
the way that it becomes a testirrg ground and point of divergence for
diflerent approaches to politics. In my eyes, at the core of any discus-

sion of Simondon and politics lies the question of the status accorded

to his concept of preindividual being.a Here there are (at least) three
possible readings.

The first interprets the preindividual as an unresolved charge, car-

3Gllbert Simondon, Du mode rl'eristence des objets techniques (Paris: Aubier, 1989 (1958)), p.
119. ìIy emphasis,

aOr, to use a quasi-synonyn, to the concept of nature. The three paths rvhich are sketchecl

here also give us three versions of'uatura.lism'in politics, by clefining nature as (1) human nature
or biological capacity; (2) common-inhumanity-in-man (apeiron); (3) metastable transcendental
field. In my vierv, to understand this paradoxical naturalism from the perspectil'e of rvìrich the
openness to the rvorld âncl the contact with rìature rvould Ì¡e given by the machinc, one must
follol'the ihircì path, l'hich is the lesson of the Unequal developccl by Deleuze.

of contemporary debate on ontology and poritics. I aim to do this by
focussing on three elements of what, rather improperly, courd be referred
to as simondon's politicar thought: 1. the manner in which the concept
of Nature or pre-indivicruar dispraces the crebates on the rerationship
between political action, human nature and biological capacity; 2. the
importance of the excess of the subject over the individuar as the matrix
of a politics of the transi'divid'ar; 3. the possirrility of envisaging the
concept of disparation as a non-clialecticar but nevertheress potìtr.at
conceptualisation of conflict ancl transformation.

However, a political reading of Simonclon,s might at first appear as
illegitimz.r,te or sterile. Thor-rgh it recasts concepts such as society, com-
munity or culture, simondon does not seem to grant any specificity to
political er'ctivity as such. we courd even say that his writings betray
a strong anti-political tendency, if we crefine 'poritica| in terÃs of th<r
sovereign and representative administratiorr of public affairs, or as a
constitutive activity of distribution of places ancl capacities, or as in-
terruption and dissensus. perhaps, in a tirne when, to q'ote Negri,
'ontology has absorbed politics', it is onry to poriticarly eccàntric meta-
physiciar,ns th¿it we may turn to forge the corrceptual tools that will
enable us to thirrk the present.l Having said that, 

've 
cannot disregard

how simonc,lon's philosophy of 'technical curture' sought to neutrilize
the bond between antagonism and procructivisrn which he regarded as
the f¿r,tal platform for the politics of the cold war. This efiort was basecl
on the diagnosis ofthe repression ofinvention by laborrr, and ofthe tech-

'ical 
object by the wonderfulry named 'morarity of output,.2 This Ìed

to an interpretation of Marxisrn as a worrcrvier,v embedded iri the hy-
lomorphic domination of nature (as matter) by labour (as form_giving
work), whose concepts of antagonism (crass struggre) and of caiacity
(human nature) cannot do j'stice to the comprexes of materiars and
forces, the lines of invention and the transindividual processes behind
the ontogerresis of the sociar. simoncron's investigations on the technical
object must be read as an attempt to evade the discourse o/ capitarism
and the critical cliscourse on capitarism, by rneans of a thinking which
refuses the paradigm of labour in order to seek in the techniãal and
scientific activity of invention the key to a new genesis of the collective

rArrtmioì-egri.,Kair!1, 
1lmyuenus, nultitutl,e (paris: Calmann-I"évy.2001), p. 162.-r¡ilDerr Srmorìdon, L tnútuirLuation Ttsychique et collect[ue (paris: Aubier, tOSb;, p. ZSS.
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begin from here. By tracing the boundary-line between potential and

virtual, Deleuze casts the preindiviclual as a transcendental fielcl pop-

ulated by disparate singularities and series, rather than as reserve of
creativity that could erpress i,tsetf in a given political occasion.6

For Deleuze, the preindividual is identified neither lvith human na-

ture (in its neotenic or innate versions), nor with a'common'. In both
cases, that would involve a pre-emptive 'equalization' of the Unequal, it
would mean advocating a speculative optimism which would look at the
preindividual as the pre'ind'iuidual-of-lturnani,ty, the latency of a coilec-

tive lifè rryhich is always already possible, ancl precisely not as something

that leads us tow¿ìrds politics by its very'inhurtan', unconscious and
properly unliveable aspect; what Deleuze refers to as that'which over-

flows any liveabie or lived matter. . . a passage of Life that traverses

the liveable or the lived'.7 It is here that the concept of metastability,
introduced by Simondon, comes to the fore. This is what Deleuze says:

'what primarily defines a metastable system, is the existence of a "clis-

paration", at least of two orders of magnittLde, two disparate scales of
reality, between which there is not yet any interactive communication'.8

Could one ever qlralify this disparate metast¿lbility as 'common'? Si-

mondon and Deleuze offer a conception of politics as the invention of
a communication betlveen initially incompossible series; as invention
of a common that is not given in advance and which emerges on an

ontological background of inequality.

2. Energetics or dialectics? Or, How to think revolution

Simondon develops a very original reflection on the social which is
guidecl by the concept of an ontogenesis of relation. Are we then forced
to identify politics and the transindividual (or collective) dimension?
Political action with social relation? The Negriarr discourse on real sub-
sumption and the primacy of ontology over the political could suggest

such an identification, but it would be better to attend to the possible

disjunctions in Simondorr's thought betlveen the social and the politi-

6When Deleuze, in The Logic of Sense, speaks of'potential energ)¡' in the metastable system
of clivergent series, he deveìops a critique of anthropomorphic and negative understandings of
potentìality,

TGilles Deleuze, 'Lâ littérâture et la vie', \n Crítir1u,e et cliniquc, (Paris: lllinuit. 1993), p. 11.
sGillcs Deleuze, 'Gilbert Simondon, L'indiviclu et sa genèse plìysico-biologique', in L'\Ie déserte

et autres úeefes (Paris: Ìlirmit, 2002).

ried by the individ*al as a, potenti,ar, rinking this concept to those of
human nature and living labour. The preindivicruar wourd thus na¡'e¡ a
non-reflexive, naturalisable capacity, namely the linguistic capacity to
produce new statements. The circurnstances of contemporary capitar-
ism, and of the subjectivity that underlies it, would be such as to make
this preindividual sLrrface, a,nd politics could thus be considered as the
insurrection of this capacity against the measures of domination im-
posed by capital ancl its mechanisms of control. A position of this sort
can be encountered in Paolo virno's very stiururating use of simo'don.

A second reading sees the preindividuar as caught up in a twofokl
transindividual (or social) reration which concerns, on the one hand, a'
individual and what in it is rnore than itserf, and, on the other, an indi-
vidual and another by the means of their emotionar, ancr preindividuar
unresolved charge. N4urier combes gives an apt name to tiris reration:
the intimacy of the common. These two orientations in the poritical
reading of Simondon, which one courd respectively caII nahtrar,ist and.
relatr,onal, share a certain view of the iatency of the political (or of
politics), which contrasts interestingry with the Deleuzean reading of
Simondon.

Deleuze turns to Simondon in one of the key moment s of Di,ffer_
ence and Repetition, zit the beginning of chapter five. This text of fure
metaphysics is nevertheless rich with inilications for a political ontol-
ogy. It begins by distinguishing between difference ancl cìiversity. The
diverse is what is given, the phenomenon. but every'phenomenon refers
back to an inequality which conditions it','to ¿r c,riffcrence which is its
sufficient re¿ì,son'. This 'irreducible inequality,, this transcenclerrtal in-
justice, is linked by Deleuze to the concept of a signal_sign system, in
which the phenomenon is defined as a sign which ,fulgurut*ri b.t*r.n
disparate and incommens'rabre series, giving rise to an euent of cornmu-
nication that both synthesises and veirs the heterogeneity from whence
it emerges. Deleuze concludes as foilows: ,The reason of the sensible,
the condition of what appears, is not space and time, but the Unequal
in itself, d'isparat'ion such as it is comprehended and determined by dif-
ferencc in intensity, in intensity as difference'.5 A poritics of differe'ce
that is 

'ot merely to be understood as the conjr-r'ction of clifferent par-
tic'larities, which is to say as a politics of the diverse, wourd n..ã to

':.:

:.:
,,:,

',4::,

Gilles Delcuze, Différence et répétition (paris: p.IJ,F., 196g), p. 2g7
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cal. Short of naming every constitutive process, every social genesis, as
'i|tso 

.facto 
political, one cannot jump from the thesis of a (biological or

ontological) disposition to socizr.lity strzr,ight to the assertion of a dispo-
sition to politics. Taking into consicìeration the rare 'poritica| remarks
in the work of simondorr points 

's to the pracr: where the preindivid-
ual demonstrates its excess lvith regarcr to any clisposition, capacity, or
notion of the commorr.

In his intervention at the conference of the Society for French philos-
ophy in 1961, simondon proposes, in a striking a'arogical short-circuit,
and against the use of probabiristic theories in the sociar sciences, to
't'ansduce' the energetic theory of metastability to the social domain
and to think ihe pre-revolutionary situation as a privileged object (or
medium) for the political application of a thinking of Lrdiviiuation.
This is a paradoxical provocation, bub one welr suited to a theory which
'does not grant arry privilege to stable configurations,: revol'tion is for
simondon the only 'laboratory' available for social thoughi rtrua science.
Simondon displaces the false ¿ilternative between a causal density that
would remove any singularity frorn revolution, on thc one hand, and
a mystifyìng decisionism, on the other, by seeking to think through
the unforeseeable coupling between a pre-revolutionary clisparation and
political invention. The pre-revol.tionary state is the ,very type,. ac-
corcling to simondon, of thc psychosociar state which a poritical science
of metastability should concern itself with, 'a state of supersaturation ...
where an event is very ready to occur, where a structure is very ready
to emerge'. lvhat makes this state otherwise potential and accounts
for its asymrnetry vis-à-vis its resolution is the neecl for a structuring
germ, a revolutionary crystal. This need is cletermined by an 

"*."ss 
(of

magnitudes, of disparate series, of energics) ancl not by a lack.
we are not dealing with ihe erpress,ion of a potentiar but with the

invention of a comm'nication responding to the larval emergence of
divergent energies in the social field.e The element of politics as anal-
ysis and intervention is not the genesis and the concretization of social
relations, b't metastabiliiy (or <iisparation) 'as such' ancl the event-
invention lvhich crystaliizes it into a new configuration (carrying a fur-
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ther preindiviclual charge). Pre-revolutionary disparation is not held 'in
common'. Though it must sooner ol Later elicit the affects of sr,rbjr:cts, it
is not there as a dark background structuring social relations and this
is for the simple reason thai it is defined by its incompossibility, by its
basic 'inequality'. For this reason one must take seriously the charac-

terization of this social science (a science of the revolution perhaps?) as

'founded on a human energetics'.10 This definition sets aside the idea of
a political disposition, of an originary sharing out of politics, in favour

of a study of the conditioned cclntingency of politiczil inventiorr.

But hpw can we think the theme of conflict within this framework'/
Prolonging the idea of a social science attentive to psychosocial instabil-
ity, Simondon remarks that one should consider social groups according

to their metastable aspects, i.e. according to those moments when 'they
cannot preserve their structure' and 'become incompatible comparecl to
themselves ... they dedifferentiate themseives and become supersatu-

rated'.11 To truly catalyse the unfolcling of a pre-revohrtionary state,
groups must thus disadapt themselves, deinclividuate¡ themselves. One

could say that one of the conditions necessary for the invention of a rev-

olutionary solution likely to amplify ancl integrate the new potentials
brought by a rnetastable state is preciseLy that of demolishing old bonds,

of affirming the difference in the midsi of the social. If there is a 'revolu-
tionary' subjectivity, it is related to this discovery of metastability ai the
heart of the group. The choice of opposing a theory of groups inspired in
particular by symbolic interactionist sociology to a thought of the class

stmggie is very important here. It manifests Simondon's wish to avoid

a dialectical or structural conceptiorr of antagonism, r,vith the massive

individuations ('pure social sets') thai it would involve. In other worcls,

Simondon sees antagonism substantialised or identified into classes as a

dissimulation of the new potentials elicited by disparations and internal
resonances of a social system in becoming. By encasing social change in
a preconceived antagonism, Nlarxist thought would miss the true stakes

of a 'human science'. Metastability may indeed determine antagonisms
but the invention of a new social configuration is never transitive to, or

lo1bid. p. 69.
llIbid. This attention to differentiation does not cntail orerlooolçing the constructil'e character

of the political event. Explaining the thesis according to rvhich the robot or the machine is not
capable of insurrection, Simondon argues: 'Revolt implies a profound tra¡rsfornation of finalised
behaviours, and not a dereguÌation of conducts', p. 272.

- 
e'Ihe chosen exampÌe is striking: 'ln colonisâtion, for irìstanco, cluring a certain period of tirrre,

there is a possibÌe cohabitation between the colonists ancl the colonisecl. Then alì oi a mdden thisis no longer possible because of the emergence of nerv potentiais, ancl so a nerv structure must
spring from this'. L'indiuitluation, pp. 68-64.
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latent in, the logic of a systcm. There is always a hazardous discontinu-
ity between the unequal and thr: common. Disparation thus makes it
possible to think a social conflictuality, but one that is always relative
to the metastable field. In short, energetics versus di¿r,lectics.

3. Towards a politics of invention

Invention, this 'dark zone [...] betlvecn labour ancl capital,,12 would
allow us to pierce the substantiarist veil which hides the processuality
of the social, and thereby contribute to the emeïgence of the transin-
dividual. It would function as fulcrum of radiation in the formatio'
of collectives that escape the normative rigidity of an interindiviciual
communitarian life. But the presence of a collective dimerrsion in the
experience of invention does not eliminate the need for a rethirrking of
the humanity-technics relation. The rnicropolitics of invention on the
level of the technical object must be accompanied by a true transforma-
tion at the level of the 'technical e'semble'. It is here that simonclon
introcluces the motif of a technical finarity, an ,auto-valorization, 

born
of i'vention and propagating itself through machines. one of sinron-
don's first reaclers, Herbert Marcuse, gave a singulzir inflection to this
question rn one-Dimens'ional Man, he quotes Du mod,e d,'e,ister¿ce
d'es objects techniqr"es to define the totalitarian rationality z't work in
the technical ensemhle of industrial capitalism (the ,autocratic philoso-
phy of techniques'). But viarcuse also discerns in simondon,s book the
ihinking of a 'new technology' that would also annonnce the ac.lvent of a
nerv rationality, an exit out of every dialectic of Aufktcintnq. Simondon,
the thinker of the 'catastrophe of liberation', wourd introduce the pos-
sibility of a true change of conrse in the rel¿itionship between technics,
capacity and human becoming. on tlre basis of simondon,s idea that
the incompletion of the technics requires us 'to make finality', Marcuse
calls for a political inversion of technology, for a 'becoming poritica| of
science that would issue into a political control of the transformation
of values into needs. one could then do witho't an additional ethics
to technical rationality, in order 'to translate the values into technical
tasks - to materialize the values'. But N¡]arcuse's error, a clependence on
a kind of negative dialectics, prevents hirn from fully drawing the lessons
of Simondon's thought. He seerns unaware that ,nature, in simondon
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has a very different relation to techrrical reality than Hegelian natute,

that ii displaces the entire probiem of the politics-technology-nature

relation. by starting from what Vluriel Combes has usefully referred to
as an 'inobjective' idea of natural facts. Marcuse consequently misses

the event-driven discontinuity which in Simondon marks invention and

technical objects as ways of relating social and political collectivity to
the becoming of nature. Simondonian finality is punctuated by these

intercessors, mediators and converters, and differs thereby from a di-

alectic of control. The call is to free the maclrine inasmuch as it can

function,, paradoxically, as a contact r'vith disparate nature, rnuch more

direct thän any intuition, as an opening of disparate potentials for the
formation of groups and the revolution of social relations, and no longer

as'a seLvant who never protests'.13 This image of machinic liberation
in turn leads to a novel definition of politics: 'a coupling between the
inventive and organizing capacities of several subjects'.14

4. Is there a theory of the subject in Simondon?

Unless we deern subjectivity as such to be political, we must acknowl-

edge that zr,n explicit thinking of the political subject is absent in Simon-

rion. The subject, as an individual for whom the preindiviclual poses a

problem (as Simonrìon puts it in some remarka,ble p¿ìgcs on Nietzsche's
Zarathustra), is haunted by the social, but it is not constituted in or for
an experience that could be described as politicai. The'phase' of being
that Simondon calls collective is better defined as social than politi-
cal, and its immanence to subjects, although it integrates, at a'higher'
level, the disparities frorn r'vhich they suffer, does not represent ihe sit-
uated emergence of a nucleus of action that could as such function as

a source of innovation. We saw that the political meiastability ('the
prerevolutionary state') is conceived as an engine of dedifferenciation,
determined by a disparation of magnitudes and the prcsence of new
potentials that demand the insertion of a structuring germ endor,ved

with a 'capacity to cross, animate ¿rnd to structure a variecl doma,in, or
rather ever more varied and heterogeneous domains'.15 Invention here

is more the invention o/ a subjeci (as a sudcleLr upsLlr'ge, an asymmet-

r3lbid., p. zz9.
r4lbid., p. 253.
15 L'indiui¿uat¿on, p, 53,

Pti (2012

12l)u morle d'etistence, p. 254.
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rical synthesis) than invention öy a subject (its more or less inte¡rtional
product) conversely, one can regarcl the subject in simondon as ¿r

necessary but not sufficient condition for any political activity. The
subject, which would never be 'in itself' political, wourd thus provide
us with the key to the political event or relation, itself prolonged by
specific groups and transindividual dynarnics. simondon thus brirrgs
together three elemerrts: a) the paradoxical opening of the subject onto
'its' preindividual charge, b) the process of 'collectivization' that makes
the preindividr-ral pass into the transindividuar and governs the forma-
tion of groups, and c) the events and disparities which define political
problems or situations. The experience of the subject opens onto politics
to the extent that this subject carries and seeks to resolve its preindi-
vidual excess, but can only do so at a collective rever, itserf 'mediated,
by technical objects. The disjunctive synthesis between individual and
subject is thereby doubled by the asymmetrical synthesis of the subject
ancl the transindividual collective. Let us take a paradigmatic ,sub-

ject'for simondon, the technician or the inventor as'pure individual'.
The (pre-)political character of this subject is announced by its strorrg
anti-communitarian impulse, by the transindivicruar sociality to which
it gives rise by subtracting itself, with the assist¿r,nce of the machine ancl
technical networks, from the inert normaicy of the interindividual. The
technician as 'pure individual' constructs, through invention. a break
lviih the communitarian bond, a creative destabilization which doubles
ancl counter-effectuates metastability, thus preparing the'revolution-
ary'event. He injects his excess into the social by the mediation of the
technical object, preparing the collective by amplifying his own prein-
dividual charge. For this reason 'the commu'ity accepts the painter
or the poet, but refuses the inventor,.16 To conclucle, paraphrasing a
remark made by Alain Badiou about Canguilhem, we could say of the
subject in Simondon that it is a somewhat ,unstable, living being.lz It
is in the risk of invention confronted with the hazarcls of disparation,
and not in a sudden appearance of an anthropological, or even inhuman

çornmonality, thi.r,t one can draw 'political' lessons from the thought of

Simondon. Above all, perhaps, the follorving: 'The human being is a
rather dangerous automat, lvhich is always likely to invent and to give

itself ncw structures'.

AI,BtrRTO TOSCANO ttt

16lbid., p. 266.
rTAlain Badiorr, 'Y a-t-il rule théorie du sujet chez Georges canguiìh em?, in Georges cangttil-

ltem. Philosophie, historíen d,es science,s (Paris: Albin ìllichel, 19g3), p. 304. Bacìiou refers to the
Canguilhemian subject as a'rather displaced being', rvhich articulates the methodical and anony-
mous erlancy of the subject of science rvith the normaiive 'centreing' of the biological subject.
The role accorded by Simondon to invention and technique produces an altogether ãifierent (arcì
nore'political') tic betteen life and rrorms than that proposecl by Canguilhm.
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Deleuze: Desiring Bodies aersus
Organic "Tudgement

Marjorie Gracieusel

This article seeks to clarify the nature of immanence on the basis of
the inten.give individuality of the living body, which Deleuze has always
presented as the genetic and differential sonrce of all representational ac-

tivity. It is this conception that the thinker of difference contrasts with
the classical conceptions of corporeity. The latter tends to consider the
body as a harmoniotis organism organised accordirrg to a hierarchy of
organs, thereby opposing the pacifying superiority of logical rationaLity
to the uncanny silence of corporeal life. However, this so-called 'su-
periority' of reason is for Deleuze an optical effect, for if rational con-
sciousncss abstractly distinguishes itself from the body's rnateriality,
and strives towards autonomy, the body concretely remains attached to
it and communicates its vital imperatives to an ever-perplexed thought.
Thus, interrogaiing the origin of rationality me¿ì,ns retrieving the uncon-
scious and passive syntheses by which a logical plane of thought comes

to emerge and maintain itself out of the body's chaotic depth. This
vielv entails acknowledging corporeal immanence as the living source

of a1l cognitive processes, and to denounce ¿rs illusions any form of au-
tonomous transcendences, in thought and nature.

If the 'sleep of reason engenders ûronsters', reason is itself the product
of a monstrous body which allows amorphous potentials to subsist at the
very core of thought.2 This structural powerlessness or'stupidity'is a
violent and instinctual ground with which thought constantly struggles
and into which it always risks being absorbed. Moreover, far from
disappearing wiih the uprising of reason, stupidity can take the rational
mask of utilitarian and reactive consciousness, the judgemental logos

lTranslated by Rachel Tillman.
2'Tobeamonsterisfirstof alltobecomposite. Andii;'struethatlhar,e$'rittenonapparently

diverse subjects, But "monster" has another meaning: something or someone rvhose extreme
determinacy allows the indeterminate l'holly to subsist (for example a monster à la Goya). In this
sense, thought itself is a monster.' Quotation extracted from 'Response to a series of questions',
Deleuze's interylerv rvith Àrnaucl Villani, published ttt Unknown Deleuze: Collapse IIL
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functioning as nothing other than an organised violence that slows down

the movement of life and encloses it wiihin the limits of organic norms.

By tar,king logical distinctions as the highest form of thought, philosophy

has thereby elevated the most reactive regime of thought to the stattis

of a superior ideal and overlooked the pathological origin of its reactive

schemes of cognitiorr: 'Even when r,ve recognise that rr:ason is a human,

solely human faculty, which is tailored to human encls, we continue to
grant it theological transcendeni:e. We dralv up a dualism of processes,

instead of a pluralism of processes; this dualism opposes discourse to
violence, as if violence were not already concealed within discourse itself,

providirrg it with its various impetuses and ins and outs'.3

There is, therefore, a striking continuity between Deleuze's eariy

lvork on non-conceptual difference and his later work oriented towards

pre-philosophical immanence. In both cases, it is a question of un-

eartlring the powers of lhe pathos beneath aII lo¡;os, in order to criticise

ihe idealist and judgmental 'terrorism of the head', whose bloodless

categories have contributed to the separation of philosophy from its
material and moving horizon, and critical thinking from the body's vi-
tality. For if pathology conditions ontology, it is because thought is

first and foremost a passion, the involuntary performance of a fluid
and elastic body, whose intensive dynamism continuor-rsly inforrns the

amorphous matter of the brain and generates perceptive thresholds of

unequal existential value.

This is the reason why Deleuze's early r,vork is above all an attempt to

elaborate the genesis of representational images out of the vital ground

from which they upsurge, Ìn order to retrieve the corporeal origin of the

processes of valorisation and the creation of sense beneath the appar-

ent fixity of established orders and truths. Throughout his later works

with Guattari, Deleuze continues to tear the plastic and germinal forces

of living materiality from the static and organic systems of representa-

tional thought, not only out of a desire to explore the possibilities of a

becomÌng-active of human thought, but also as a way to show that, by

dominating not only ontology but also a certain conception of politics,

organic schemas of organisation contribute to the separation of thought

from life, and philosophy from its practical and therapeutic force.

3Gilles Deleuze,'Péricles ancl Vcrcli, the philosophy ofI'rançois Chatclet'in Dialogues 11, Gilles
Deleuze and Claire Parnet (Colombia Lniversity Press. 2007)

I wish therefore, in tlie first place, to emphasise that the Deleuzian
primacy of diflerence over identity, of immanence over transcendence or
of becoming over lvhat has been traclitionally called 'Being', must ilbove
all be unclerstood as a prirnacy of the pathological forces of bodily affec-

tivity over the ontological categories of representational and judicative

consciousness. Second, it lvill be a, matter of clarifying to what extent
the Deleuzian critique of the closecl systen of judgment leads to an

hetero-genesis of thought, which involves a practical hierarchisation be-
tween two modes of desiring prociuctiorr and two hetcrogeneous planes

of perception (transcendent¡immanent). Finally, I will show to what
extent this intensive, hierarchical difference between two regimes of de-

sire has led Deleuze and Guattari to distinguish between a molecular
and majoritarian use of norms and to re-Ìnterpret what Nietzsche called
the 'probleni of hierarchy' in light of the moving horizon of material irn-
manence.

The eternal return of the body

If metaphysics has been discredited, it is not only because it has reli-
giously multipliecl referernces to transcendent instances situatecl out of
this world, but also because in doing so, it has failed to grant bodies
a philosophical force ancl ontological dignity. Although I will mainly
focus on the immanent powers of the human body in this article, it is

important to keep in mind that, for Deleuze, the term'body' univocally
designates the life of matter thror-rgh its equivocal and multiple modal-
ities: 'A body can be anything: it can be an animal, a body of sounds,

a mind or an idea, it c¿l,n be a linguistic corpus) a collectivity.a
One of the main aims of D'ifference and Reytet'it'ion consists irr rethink-

ing the body's materiality as individuating sgstem, which envelops the
potentials of what Deleuze calls 'imageless thought'. The latter desig-
nates a vital questioning process, that Deleuze, already in 1966, names
d,es'ire, and that he identifies with a differential unconscior-rs. as that
which 'remains always unthought at the he¿irt of thought'.5 Hence the
irnportance of breaking away from the 'simple' empiricism of sensory
clata in orcler to elaborate a 'transcendental' or 'superior empiricism'.
capable of retrieving the purely intensive yet insensible origin of phe-

aGilles Dcleuze, Spinoza, Practi,cat Phitosophy 1:. 727
sGilles Deìenze, Desert Islands, p. 92.
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nornenal perception and accounting genetically for the difference of lev-

eis that characterises perceptive and cognitive activities. This implies

rethinking the body as'depth'or pure ''impler', at the core of which the

sensibilisatiorr of thought to 'ldeas' is brought about by a more profound

inclividuatiort of corporeal intensities.

We see thai if Deleuze's philosophy is a philosophy of pu,re imma-
nence through and thror-rgh, ihis is above all because it aims at reconsid-

ering the spiritual life of the body6 as the living and 'deeper instance'

of ideality (the body as'will to power'). In fact, if individual bod-

ies are the local singularisations of a universal non-organic life, which

continuously exceeding the limits of organic forms, they are necessar-

ily'problematic bodies', for they bear within themselves non-actualised

potentialities, which force them to reconfigure their regimes of think-
ing and acting and deprive them of a solicl ground of reference. It is

because traditional metaphysics has overlooked the extreme proximity
of thought's groundlessness with the differential movement of life that
it has, according to Deleuze, failed to think beyond logical antinomies

and mêl aphysir:al a,pc,tiar'.

Thus, it is a question of ela,borating a purely estLtest,c7 conception

of the body, which rejects ihe mind-body dualism and any form of

eminence of the former over the iatter. The body is now conceived as

the embodiment of becoming (i.e 'the eternal return in person'). It is a

rnultileveled systems of individuating forces or factors in tension, r'vhose

differential perceptive levels testify to the urrity of the spiritual and

material life and to the parity of the soul's and the body's actions and

passions. For between the mind and the body, there is nothing but a

foid, which seals the depth arrd the surface, and differentiates itself into

6'The body lvithout organs is flesh and nerves; à rvale florvs through it and traces levels upon

it; a sensation is producetl rvhen the wave erìcounters the forces acting on the body, an'affective
athleticism', a scream-breath. When sensation ls linked to the bocly in this rvay. it ceases to be

representatirre, ancl becomes real; and cruelty ttilT be linhed less ancl less to thc representation of

something horrible, and rvill becorne nothing other than the actions of forces rtpon the body, or
sensation (the opposite oftho sonsational)...it elevates mechanical forces to sensible intuitions,
it rvorks through violent movemelts,..it also âttesis for a high spiritua.lity, since rvhat leads it
to seek the elementary forces beyond the or¡çanic is a spiritual rvlll. But this spirituality is a
spirituality of the body: the, spi'rit is the body itself , the body without organs ' , my emphasis Gilles

Delerze, The Logi,c of Sensation, p. 47, hereafter trS
TThis notion exclusively relates to the inner perceptioÌrs of sensitive variations and is there-

forc ihe object of aesthetics, I'hich Deleuzc conceives as being prinarily the empirical science of

transcendental sensations or power variations, before being the stucly of works of art
sFrom thc Greeh'si1stêma', as ruìit)' that can onl¡' be said of rmrltiple parts
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a multitude of molecular folds. It is these folds that fbrm the corporeal,
vital tissue of the lived body, r'vhich is traversed by a plasmatic network,
r'vhose flows communicate to the rhythm of life and exceecl the body s

organic contours.
What Deleuze calls 'difference in itself is thus this vital differential-

ity of matter, a difference which, when it comes to be incorporated and
fuliy explored thought, can spark ne\¡/ concepts ¿r,nd existential possibil-
ities. Contrary to what one might think, it is not at all a qr-restion of
putting the body in the place of consciousness, but of converting bodily
forces into a critica,l power for thought. Indeed, the affirmation of life is
inseparable from an active process of hierarchisation, by which an eman-
cipating thought is the one that learns how to effectively subsist betrveen
ascending and clescr:nding modes of life. If life necessarily affirms itself
in the human's flesh, it is also that which must be re-affirmed at the
level of'pure thought', as a uiay to intensify existence and to escape the
Iethargy of common sense, which contents itself with the simple fact of
being alive or of letting life or Being be. We see that, for Deleuze, the
differentiator of difference is not a transcenderrt Being whose 'gift' would
come onto thinking: thorLght is not governed by a ph;iha for truth, but
is rather of the order of a violent dcsire or passion. It is an aggression by
which the forces of the body take liold of consciousness ancl compels it
to abandon its habitual regime of functioning (recognition): 'Thought
is primarily trespass and r¡iolence, the enemy, and nothing presupposes
philosophy: everything begins with misosophy.'e

Hence the fact that philosophy is not contemplation, ancl corrtempla-
tion is not the essence of man.10 There is in fact nothing to conterrplate
above or within thought: the latter is an empty form, which remains
sterile and unproductive as long as it is not invaded by affective forces
r.vhich force it to think ancl create neu/ perceptions and concepts. The
veritable agent of difference is the living body, considered in its creative
power of incorporation and violent striving for metamorphosis (philos-

eGilles Deleuze, Di,fference and Repeti,tion, pp. 175-6, hereafter D.R.
r0On ihis poini, there is no possible reconciliation betrveen Deleuze's non-contemplative and

Heidegger's contemplative conception of phiÌosophy: 'What great danger rvoulcl then be impend-
ing? Then the highest and most fertile acumen in calcuìative planning and invention rnight be
accompanied by indifference tolvaxd contemplation, total thoughtlessness in the genuine sense.
Änd then? Then nan rvould have renouncecl and cast off rvhat is most propcï to hirr, namely
that he is a contemplative being, Therefore what is ât issue is the saving of the essence of rnan.
That is rvhy it matters to keep contemplation alive.' \{artin Heidegger, Discourse on Thinking,
trans. by John M. Anclerson ancl E. Hars Frerurcì (\erv York: Harper & Rorv. 1966). p. 56.
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ophy as pa'ideia, asces'is or training of desire). For 'the one whom',
after Nietzsche, Deleuze calls'DionEs¿s' in his early works, is nothing
other than the 'operator of intensities' or 'dark precursor' of thought,
the unique'being of becoming'. This is why the vital body is a iife;
a singular yet absolute irnmanence, within r,vhich the matter of being
and thinking are reversible, folded into one another and governed by
an intensive exchange that remains hermetic to the corrtracìictions of
representational thought, as mnch as to the thoughts of'Being'.

Against any phenomenological account of the lived body, ii is a mat-
ter of disclosing the imperceptible origin of phenomenal perception,

namely the vital and living body zis noumenal entity, as the 'unthink-
able' implicated within thought. The body's intensive energy is pre-

sented as being both that which generätes sensing in sensitivity and that
which engenders thinking in thought under the form of ldeas-Problerns.
This means that against idealism in genera,l and Plato in particular,
one does not access Ideas or Values in themselves through an ascending

dialectic that would detach itself from materiality. On the contrary, it
is through an aesthetic reconsideration of the intensities th¿it make the

very life of matter that one has a chance to retrieve and conquer life's
creative power of novelty. It comes as no surprise that when Deleuze

deconstrncts the schema of traditional ontology, it is above all a cer-

tain image of the body that he unearths as forming the basis of the

hierarchical difference betwcen a transcendent spiritLral principle and

an immanent rnaterial principle. Indeed, he identifies lvhat he calls 'or-
ganic representation' with a reactive regime of thought, which attempts
to judge life and nature according to a judgmental structure of organ-

isation, by which phenomena are abstractly measured and adjusted to
the human's basic needs. The expression 'organic representation' is bor-
rolved by Deleuze from Worringer's aesthetic analyses of Greek art,l1

and the Deleuzian re-appropriation of this term aims to disclose the in-
terdependence between epistemology and aesthetics, as a way to show

that ontology has nothing to do with a so-called 'fundamental' or 'meta-
physical' truth, but in fact corresponds to lhe er¡.tresszue activity of thct

body, when it passes from the silence of the pathos to the production of

llWorringer rvrote of Greek ârt that suclì an ¿rt 'tlid not consist in the rvish to copy the things
of the outer rvorld or to render their appearauce, lts aim was to project the lines and forms of
the organicall¡' r,ital, the euphony oT its rhythm ancl its whole inrvard being, outward in ideal
indepenclence, 'I'he Logic of Sensation,p. 790.
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serrse (Being is uotce and vital clamor). The transcendent organisation
of Being, therefore, is just the ideal projection of the organic scheme of
the hr.rman body reduced to its contours and etxternal appearance, that
is, conceived as harmonious organisrn.

Thrrs, the vertical scheme of power distribution, which one can r(l-

trieve in the so-c¿r,lled ontological ancl hierarchical difference between

Beirrg and beings, is constmcted by analogy to the vertical posture of
the body. By rising up and clista,ncing itself from the earth, ihe head

apprehends itself as ¿ì sovereign authority th¿r,t cornmands the organs

and overarches beings. Deleuze criticises the essentially zrnthropomor-
phic character of this hierarchical organisation by insisting on its an-

thropocentric and projective nature, wÌrich does not contelnt itself with
r-rniting thc sky and the earth, but despisers the latter's material becom-

ing in favor of the former's eternal forms.

This is why the Greek wiìl to harmonise the cosmos, which 1ed Plato
to elaborate an ontology of transcenclence superimposed onto the im-
manence of the earth, emanates from a moral d,ecision, lvhich relegates

the body and its sensory life to arr ontologically inferior level. Plato
not only recluces the material world to a simple field of phenomena

and ontological rìegradation, br.rt the body itself is also devalued in its
material being and presented as a tomb, a sign of death and a prison

of the soul. It is precisely this contingent and moral choice to exor-

cise the becomings of the body and its images, in favor of disembodied

and transcendent forms or lclezrs, that Deleuze conceives as an illegit-
imate denaturation of immanence: 'It was necessary to go thzit far in
the inrrersion of values: to make us believe that immanence is a prison

(solipsism) from which the tanscencìent saves us.' 12

However, we must not see, in the Deleuzian identiflcation of the
living body with earthly immanence, an apologetic for subjectivism or
a return to solipsism. On the contrary, ii is a mattcr of recovering,
beyond the solitude of consciousness, the impersonal power of life in
the lived body, and therefore to consider the body as conLplex of forces

open to the outside. These forces merge with the erytressiue power

of bodies, whose perceptive potentials are so many 'possible worlds',
insofar as each body envelops and individuates the intensities of life
clifferently.

r2Gilles Deleuze and Felix Guattari, What Is Phitosoythy?,p. 47, hereafter trYP
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It is in Lhe Logi,c of Sense that the inquiry on the bodily forces fully
becomes an exploration of the possibility of the production of sense by

thought. This book recuperates the traditional hierarchical metaphor

between'depth', 'surface'and'height', as a way to account for the dif-
ferential levels of organisation of psychic systems. The body is once

again presented in its multileveled immanence or material tìepth, and

it is through this differential view of the psychic system, organised as a

scaffolding of plarres of perception and sense-production, that Deleuze

rethinks the genesis of thought from the body's vicissitudes. He interro-
gates the risks of speculative life in order to assess the conditions under

which life's intensities can be converted into a spiritual and critical force

of production of sense or, on the contrary, can generate a purely patho-

logical breakdown, a victory of the chaotic 'mad ground', as in the case

of Nietzsche ancì Artaud.
Deleuze's clinical ancl critical approach of perspectivism implies, thcre-

fore, a re-interpretation of thc death drive in terms of a speculative

force: contra its Freudian assimilation to a will to return to inarrimate

matter, the death drive is presented by Deleuze as a creative power of

self-reinvention and transfiguration. It signals an immanent capacity

of distancing, by which thought can detach itself from its organic and

reactive regime and convert its energy into a speculative and critical
power. Thus, if perspectives or points of view are both levels of percep-

tion and modes of existence, the problem of thought is that of gradually

converting this powcr of self-dissolution that it carries within itself into

a critical power of crea,tion and evaluation of common representations.

The immanent critique of judgement

This implies, above all, to take into consideration the pathoiogicaL origin

of the logic of sense (i.e 'ontology') and thus to rlo away with the au-

thoritative presuppositions and moral ideals of what Deleuze calls 'the

system of judgment'. The latter designates the reactive and dogmatic

system of consciousness, from the perspective of which'concepts are re-

ferred to essences and not to circumstances', and which generates strat-

ified representations and illusory transcendent ideals. To conceìve of

thought as a power that is not reducible to consciousness means, therc-
fore, to retrieve the corporeal 'system of ¿lffects' beneath the bloodless

forms of logical consciousness and thus to deny the Kanti¿in ar.rtonomy
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of judgment. Following Spinoza, Deleuze defines judgment as the con-

sequence of an ldea that aflìrms itsclf within the mind and envelopes

an intensive variation of bodily states.13 Before being hypostasised into
transcendent ideals and vahres and organised into moral or religious sys-

tems, judgments are vital evaluations, they are circumstantial acts that
depend on an individual way of sensing and living: 'What juclges you

is not values that lvould be external to you, but the nature of your sad-

ness and joy' so much that 'you always judge yourself,' er,nd 'You always

have the afiects you deserve according to your rnode of existence.'14

Thus, if we understand judgment as issuing from a mode of existence.

it can no longer be considered as a faculty that is naturally 'given' and

autonomous, but as one that, orr the contrary, depends on a gradr-ral

culture of sensation that presides over the generation of knowlecìge.

Thought's continual experimentation with its 'outside' constitutes
an immanent 'learning' that is not a definitive knowledge but rather
a'saao'ir-fa'ire', which requires an art of combining disparate forces

with one another. This is lvhy Deler-rze affirms that when we seek to
account for the genesis of representation, 'It is from learning and not
from knowledge, that the transcendental conditions of thought must be

drawn.'15 The genesis of cognitive processes teaches us that to know is

not to recognise an essence or an eternal truth, but to encounter ancì to
experiment with the differences of an ever-cliffering world. The act of
knowledge is therefore itself a type of individuation; it is always a local
resolution of a vital problem and as such an act of creation of new skills
and an act of resistance to a present ignorance. There is no premade

or universal 'faculty of judgment', but only a multiplicity of particular
volitions, always evanescent, which stem from the capacity of each to
be affected ancl to affect onesclf in return.

It comes as no surprise that Deleuze, after Nietzsche, identifies all
juclgment with a moral interpretation of phenomena, and rejects the
traditional distinction between cognitive jr-rdgments and judgments of
value. ,ludgment is merely the dream of an egological consciousness;

it constitutes the motor of idealism and unfurls the reÌgn of the most

13'The human mind does not pcrceil'e any external body as actually existing, except through
tlre modifications of its og'n body,' Spinoza, Ethics, P art 2, Prop, XX\II.

r4Deleuze's lecture on Spinoza, available in audio format (cd 2. track 13 entitled 'la trlorale') irr
the double cd on 'Spinoza; Immortâlite et Eternite', collection ',{ voix ìraute' (Paris: Gallimard.
2001).

r5rJl. p, 166,
ì:
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bloodless and enslaving formalism, which prevents the emergence of a
truly immanent and cLinical critique of established order: 'Th,e doctrine

of judgment reuersed and replacetl the system of affects. And theser

characteristics are founcl even in the jr-rdgment of knowledge and of
experience. The world of judgment establishes itself as in a drearn. It
is the dream which makes the lots turn (Ezekiel's wheel) and makes the

forms pass in procession. In the dream judgments are hurled as into
the void, without encountering the resistance of a milieu which would
subject them to the exigencies of knowledge and of experience; this is

why the question of judgment is first of all of knor.ving whether one is

dreaming or not.'16

Onc can see therefore to what extent such an image of thought, which

subjugates existence to logical principles, separates philosophy from its
revoLutionary power: it anesthetises and sterilises thought by prejudg-

ing everything; it prevents any experience of the new. It is in the name

of the unforeseeable newness of life and of existence that Deleuze con-

demns judgment: 'Judgment prevents the emergence of any new rnode

of existence. For the lattel creates itself through its own forces, that
is, through the forces it is able to harness, and is valid in and of itself
inasmuch as it brings the rrew combination into existence. Herein, per-

haps, lies the secret: to bring into existence and not to judge. If it is

so disgusting to jrrdge, it is not because everything is of equal value but
on the contrary because what has value can be macle or distinguished

only by defying judgment.'17 Judgment is denotinced by Deleuze as a

purely Logical operatlon that corrstitutes a'transcendence', i.e. an ab-

straci principle of organisation and distribution, that functions within
the closed system of representative consciousness and that is only consti-

tuted through the negations of real variations of matter and of thought.
This is why living bocìies are the first victims of the system of judg-

ment: they are reduced to their organicity in order to be recognised

and judged, not only ontologically but also politicaily. Rtrthermore,
judgments are also immaterial statements tliat are attributed to mate-

rial bodies and normalise them frorn without. Judgmerrts are therefore

assimilable to norms, !,o'mots d'ordre' or maxints, which circulate in
minds and irr socìety. exetcising a porvcl ovel living beings by infolming

r6GiìlesDeleuze, EssaysCriticalandClinicaL, "lbh¿n'cdoncrvithjudgement',p. 129,hereafter
ECC.
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moral and poLitical practices.

We have seen that in order to give a new body to thought, Deleuze

needs to construct a metaphysics of the bocly; an ontology of pathos,

in order to extract the por'ver of thinking from the negativity of con-

sciousness and from the organic and passivity of the body. The prob-

lem of difference is thus inseparable frorn that of vitality and implies

an anaiysis of the profound link that unites the critique of thought to
its clinical approach. This practice of tlie 'great health', as evaluativc

self-experimentation, is also what Deleuze c¿llls 'the ethics of intensive
quantities', which entails the affirm¿r,tiorr of thought's most intense and

most valetudinarian states, in order to make of illness a way to sharpen

or intensify existence. This vitalist conversion, far from being natural,
stems in fact from a vital decision that is one with the ever-renewed

conquest of freedom: 'A dec'ision is not a jr-idgment, nor is it the organic

consequences of a judgment: it springs vitally from a whirlwind of forces

that leacl us into combat. It resolves the cornbat without supplessing
or encling it. It is the lightning flash adequate to the night.'18

Ideas as vital imperatives: intensive hierarchy

We have seen that Deleuze cloes not cease to insist on the psycho-somatic

and vital origin of thought: the living body is the material condition
of a virtual realm of ideas orr which thought feeds and extracts the
spirituai energy to construct its replesentations. This entails that the
virtual ldeas that invacle the mind ¿ì,re not weLl-dertermined concepts

but distinct yet obscure entities, which come from the material depth
of the bo<ìy ancl enact à perceptive variation that disrupts the relative
equilibrium of consciousness. Hence the fact that ari affect, for Deleuze,

is an intensive continuum, a desiring process, lvhich unites thor-Lght with
sensibility by communicating its violent energy to the faculties. 'To
have an Idea' means first and foremost to experience a diflerence of
level in oneself, by which the lifc of the body violerrtly interferes with
tlie mind. The transcendental awareness by which ihe mind touches
the body's becomings gives birth to responsiveness in the senses and
activates thinking in thought. This imrrranent feeling of difference is

17 ECC, p. 7J5. t8 ECC. p. rz4.
l,.l
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what Deleuze calis, in N'ietzsche and Ph'ilosophy, a'ltr,erarchy'. Ie Il,
is, of course, a purely intensive hierrarchy that takes placer in the body,
but which is at the same time reflecte¡d and experienced by the mind
under the form of an affective variation of power lvhich itself provokes

the birth of a new ldea. In other words, Ideas bear a hierarchising or
differential function when they rise to the surface of thought as vital
imperatives. They are valences or clyrramic charges, which introduce a

radical inequality at the core of thought and posit a problem: 'ldeas
are always unequal glimmers of love and wrath which have nothing in
common with any natural light.'20

If 'Ideas' are spiritual emotions that spring from the body's becom-

ings, this entails that thought bears an irnmanent potency of selection,

by which it becomes able to overcome its purely organic regime of per-

ception. If the laiter corresponds to jr-rdgment as faculty of recogrrition,

there is nonetheless a higher regime ofthought, which no longer contents

itself with recognising, but which actually cleates a new combination,
a new vision of reality. The condition of reality of sense is not a tran-
scendent being, but thought itself when it manages to distance itself
frorn the fluctuations of the body and reach the power to articulate a

discourse that iiterally makes sense.

This is what Deleuze calls the 'victory of the brain' over the non-sense

of corporeal rlepth, for ultimately, it is the extreme proximity of the
body to life that turns thought into a tital problem of sense creation that
seeks to conjure cliaos: 'betlveen this mouth ancl this brain everything
occurs, hesitates ancl gets its orientation. Only the victory of the brain,
if it takes place, frees the mouth to speak, frees it from excremental

foocl and withdrawn voices, and nourishes it with all possible words'.21

What one needs to realise is that thought bears a power of repetition
or reprise of itself, as a kind of freedom to become purely affirmative
and by which the hurnan can liberate himself from the violence of its
present affections, and produce the sense of one's existence, by taking
tho importarrt from the insignificant. All that matters is this kind
of transmutation of will or desire, by which 'th,e uhole bod,y erchanges

ls'The empirical feeling of difierence, \n shotl lúerarchy, is the essential motor of the concept,
deeper and more effective than all thought about contradiction.' GiÌles Deletze, Nietzsche ancl

Plt'ilosophy, p, 10, hereafter .l{P.
20 Dn, p. r9o,
2r LS, p. 222.
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'its organ'ic wi,ll for a spi,r'itual will' and becomes capable of aflìrrning,

beyond the fortuitousness of accidents, the necessity of events: 'the
event is not what occurs (acciclent) , it is rather inside what occurs, the

prirely expressed. It signziis and awaits us (. . .) it is r'vhat rnust be

ttnd,erstoorl, wi,lted and represented22' .

Against the objectivism of perception and intelligence, it is thns a
question of interpreting sensations as signs, and of revealing their inten-
sive origin, namely the affective becoming by which thought converts

bodily signs and signals into significant concetpts or images of unequal

sense and value: '7o liue 'is to eualuate. There is no truth of the world
as it is thought, no reality of the sensible world, all is evaluation, even

and above all ihe sensible and the real.'23 Signs are the symptoms

of the body's becomings and it is from this pathos that the world of
qualities and values emerges, the system of juclgmerrt being entirely de-

pendent on the system of affective variations. Moreover, if affections

are the physicaL stimuli that leave a trace or irnprint onto boclies, it is

only in becoming'emotions'or'aflects', i.e. in being crystaliisetd by th<:

rnind in a purely virtual mode, that they will be able to give rise to
judgments, interpretations, ancl values. This is why Deleuze m¿rintains

that evaluations do not derive from pre-existing values but are 'Ways
of being, morles of existence of those who judge and evaluate, serving
precisely as principles for the values on the basis rvhich they judge. This
why we always Ìrave the beliefs, feelings and thor,rghts tLrat wc deserve

given our way of being or oLu style of life.'24 ldeas for Deleuze are in-
deed judgrnents, but they are the judgments of Dionysus. They testify
to the spiritual and autonomous life of the body that deprives, from
within, conscious judgments of their apparent autonomy. Between the
concepts of the mind and the affections body, there are therefore the
transcendental movements of the 'spirit' or tlie 'soul', that is of clesire

now considered as a purely intensive force which, by making faculties
communicate, generates thinking in thought and sensing in sensibility.
Ideas are therefore always Ideas of a body before becoming representa-
tions of things. As immanent field of desire, the vital and hypersensitive
body is in and by itself much more revolr-rtionary than a mind which
craves stasis and repose. It is tc¡ this Dionysian ground of thought, this

2'?Ibid, p. t49.
23tr'P, p, 184,
2aly'P. p.1.
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'chaosrric' horizon, that Deleuze's philosophy compels us to become at-
tuned: 'We must belieue in the body, hut as 'in the germ of li,Je, Ihe
seed which splits open tho paving-stones, which has been preserved ancl

lives on in the holy shroud or the mumrny's banclzrges, and lvhich bears

wltness to h1e. ''"

The Deleuzian distinction betr,veen a 'plane of transcendence' and a
'plzine of immzìnernce', which opposes, to the overarching and judicative
vision of consciousness, the transcendental vision of a desiring thought,
seeks to acconnt for two radically different ways of sensing, thinkirrg,
and living. This is why the body is comparable to a germinal chaos

that consciousness, as a regulating plane of organisation, canriot think,
but from which it draws its force to think. If 'non-thinking thought' or

'non-philosophy is at the very heart of philosophy',26 it is insofar as all
thought emanates from the impulse of an excessive ¿lrrd energetic body
that only kno,,vs vital problems. It is important to note that Deleuze de-

fines ideas as purely corporeal processes: they are the dyna,mic instances

'That go from sensibility to thought and from thought to sensibility.2T

They are entirely immanent imperatives, although they appear as tran-
scendent from the perspective of consciousness that cannot recognise

them. Such is the reason why ldeas are not concepts, but the affective

Judgments of a Dionysian bocly which never recognised himself in the
hum¿r,nist portraits of the idealist and rationalist tradition: 'The body
is an anim¿rl. What the body does it cloes alone. T.E Lawrence makes

Spinoza's formula his own: 'We do not know lvh¿rt a body can .1o' (. . .)
the mind begins by coldly and curiously regarding what the body does,

it is first of all its witness; then it is aflected, it becomes an impassion-

ate witriess, that is, it experiences for itself affects that are not simply
effects of ther body, but veritable critical entities that hov<¡r over the
body and judge it. Spiritual entities or abstract Ideas are not what we

think they are: they are emotions or affects.'28

Thus, if ontological immanence is an anti-hierarchical lvorid stripped
of transcendence, it is no less the case that this imm¿lnence necessarily

2óGiÌles DeÌeuze, Cir¿erna 2: The Time-Image, p. 773.
26 wP, p. 4r.
27'Perhaps. . . it rvill be necessary to reser\€ the name of Ideas n<¡t lor purc cogitando but rather

for those instances rvÌrich go from sensibility to tlìought ard frorn thought to sensibiliiy, capable
of engendering in each case, according to their orvn order, the lirnit or transcendent object of
each facultl,''. Dll, p. 146,

28 ECC. p. tz+.
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involves postulating a practical hicrarchy of individualities or of'br¡d-
ies without organsi that stems from the mannef in r.vhich ear:h being

exerciscrs its power, invents new connections with its milieu and new

combin¿r,tions r,vith other existents. It is necessary therefore to think
por¡,¡er, at the ievel of beings, as being the object of an immanent exer-

cise of composition with forces. We must think bodily experimentation,
r¿r,ther tlran judgment, as the ontological a.<:t, y.tnr ercellence thror,rgh

r,vhich beings distribute themselves in Being ancl create new vital con-

nections, as so many transformations of life by the living. This vital
power, which is in each of us, is nonetheiess continrially impeded in and

separated frorn what it can do by identitarian beliefs, moral conven-

tions and h¿rrdened powcrs. It is necessary to liberate new possibilities
of life, i.e. construct immanence at the individual and collective level.

Through this constructivist activity of the creation of the human by
the hurnan, nature and culture become indiscernible, and philosophy

immediately merges with an ethics and a politics of material existence.

This is why Deleuze and Guattari extend their anorganic vision of the
'body without organs' to soci¿r,l organisation itself. It is on the basis of
this resonance between the viial network of the living body ancl flows

of diverse orders that Deleuze and Guattari develop, beginning in the
'70s, a political critique of organisations accordirlg to a vitalist model.

Through this new paradigm, they attempt to rethink social dynamisnr
according io the model of the flows of desire; the lines of energy that
circulate in material bodies. The processes of socialisation are therefore

conceived as combining two coexisting aspects that proceed frorn two
regimes of desire: on the one hand, a regime of organisation that strati-
fies through encoding and thror-rgh the imposition of a unitary and frxed
form (all actualisation is a'territorialisation'), and on the other hand, a

regime of disorganisation that corresponds to the perpetual reconfigura-
tions of forces and that results in social production iiself (virtualisation
¿rs cle-differentiation or 'deterritorialisation'). This distinction betweert

a molar level and a molecular level must not be understood as an on-
tological difference betr'veen transcendent organisation and immanent
processes. On the contrary, Deleuze and GLrattari seek to think the
capitalist organisation of the world in which we live as a purely im-
manent organisation, integrating within itself the conditions of its own
overturning. It is because tra,nsr:endence is an illusion, a fiction. that
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it is all the more effective, and must be foughi against at every level of
human existence, knowledges and practices.

The probiem of the hierarchy of clesiring regimes, of 'bodies without
orga,ns' and the classification of assemblages constitutes the principal
problem of lvhat Deleuze¡ and Guattati call 'schizo-analysis'.2e This
pragmatic discipline, intlivicÌLial and collective, does not only consist in
exploring the breaches of representative thought in favor of creative pro-
cesses, but also in locating the breaches of power and the limits to its
exercise, in order to transform it from within. Power is nothing other
than stratified desire. Thus, the 'combat of free men' for Deleuze is

always a combat against transcendence and jtLdgment, and this is why
it is also a combat which must be carried out on oneself, in order to
conjure up, lvithin oneself, the reactive terrdencies or 'micro-fascisms'
through which we tzr,ke pleasure in judging other existents and in exer-
cising our power over others. It is therefore up to us, in existence, not
to submit to the pseudo-transcendence of uord-orders in order to grasp

the modes of existence they imply, and perhaps to extract from them
opportunities for transforming the social and ethical order of things.
The Deleuzian reconfiguration of ontology, which conceives of beings as

the immanent differentiations of Being or life, lvould remain abstract
and insufficient if it did not allow for the emergerrce of a new problem.

This problem is that of accounting for the practical individuations of
beings within being, and reqr-rires the ¿lssessment of the various ways in
which beings re-problematise their relation to life and empower their
freedorn. It is in this sense that Deleuze's ontology of vital differences

is an interrogation of the human's potentialities to create new modes of
valuation and sense, capable of integrating the complexity of a fluent
world and of weaving new connections between individual and collective
spheres. Deleuze's philosophy is not the unconditional afiìrmation of all
modes of existence in the name of iife. Difference, life or imrnanence
never plays the part of a super-sensible absolute to which on<¡ should

2e'ff it is a question of shorving that rhizomes also har.e their orvn, e\¡en more rigid, despotism
and hierarchy, then fine arrd good: for there is no dualism, no ontological dualism between here
and there, no axiological dualism betrveen good and bad, no blend or American synthesis. There
are hnots of arborescence in rhizomes, and rhizomatic offshoots in rools. ì'loreover, there are
despotic formations of imrnanence and channelisation specific to rhizomes, just as there âre ânar-
chic deformations in the trânscendent systen of trees, aerial roots, and subterranean stems' Gilles
Deleuze and Felix Guatlari, A Thousand Plateaus p. 22, Also: 'The most inportart problern
of all: girren a certain machinic assemblage, rvhat is its relation of efiectuation \yith the abstract
rlachine? Horv does it eflectuate it, rvith rvhat adequation? Classify assemblages.' lbicl, p, 79,
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retrirn. Life is, rather, ihat which cloes not cease to return as nelv, and

th¿lt we must learn to re-invent, love and ¿ìffirm. This explains why the

exigerrcy of creation, which Deleuze never ceased to emphasise' cannot

be understocld as the indifferent promotion of all images or simulacra,

but as a selective enterprise of resistance against the dominant theorel,i-

cal schema that offer impoverished visions of human potentialities, feed

on ignorance and reinforce the domination of opinion. In this sense,

Delenze's phìlosophy is a philosophy of clesire becanse it is a philoso-

phy of freedom that does not acknowledge a difference between existing,

thinking, creating and resisting to the clichés of the present. For in the

last instance, it is not from the chaotic abyss of the body, but from

opinion that emerges 'the misfortune of the people'.30

30 wP, p. 206.
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'The deepest is the skin': Deleuze
and Simondon as Superficial
Philosophers

Claudio Rozzonil

1. The Incorporeal

'The deepest is the skin': that is the beautiful expression that Deleuze

borrows from Valery .. from L'idée fi,re2 to be precise - and which

appears at the beginning of The Logi,c of ,Sense (recurring aga,in in
the fifieenth series, as we will soon see). This formula interests Deleuze

greatly because it brings hirn back to what is for him the 'first great

reversal of Platonism', the'radical reversal',3 that is to say, the reversal

of Platonism brought abor-rt by the Stoics. From the begirirring of this
work Deleuze tells us that the Stoics were the 'initiators of a ner,v image

of the philosopher',4 an aspect to,,vhich I will return later. First, we

must pose two questions: who are Deleuze's Stoics? And what in their
thought is so decisive for the philosopher of the reversal of Platonism?

The Logic of Sense, the text through which Stoic philosophy installs
itself in Deleuze's theoretical horizon, is a work which owes a great deal
to a book by Emile Bréhier which Deleuze ciles entitled La Théorie
des incorporels dans I'ancien stoíc'isme. Thrs is for two fundamental
reasons. Firstly, this work underscclres the revolutionary importance
of Stoic thought with respect to Plato's philosophy as rvell as that of
Aristotle. Secondly, Deleuze borrows from this text a notion which will
be elevated to a central place for understanding his lvhole philosophy,

that is to say, the notion ol lhe incorporeal. Brêhier, in the work in
1'Iranslated by Taylor Hammer.
2P. Valéry, L'klée fixe (Paris: Gallimard, La Piéiacle, 1931), p. 216.
3Gilles Deleuze, Logique d,u sens (Paris: Les Éditions de \{inuit, 1969), p. 16. English transla-

tiorr, ?åe Log'ic of Sense, trans. \{a¡k Lester and Charles Stivale (ler'\'orh: Columbia Lniversit)'
Press, 1990), p. 7, translation modified, Here¿rftcr citecl as 1,9, Citations of translations rvill Ìist
the French page number first follorved by the translation page number.

-¿J. D. /: Vill.



-Y
138 Pti (2012)

question, recalls in effect that, according to Sextus, the terrn incorpo-

real desigrrated for the Stoics foul entities: the expressible (lefrúon in
ancient Greek), the void, plelce [/e I'ieu], and time. It is the first that we

will consider here since that is the one Deleuze makes use of inThe Logi'c

of Sense. We must say right away that the notion of the incorporeal
does not let itself be easily grasped lsai,s'irl (in the classicalLy philosoph-

ical sense of the German verb (lreifen). It is not by charrce then that
Deleuze resorts to the image of vapor in ordcr to characterize it. At the

beginning of The Logic of Senseone can read about a'faint irrcorporeal

vapor which escap0s from bodies, a film without volume which envelops

them, a mirror which reflects them'.5

The notion of the incorporeal is a slippery one. It will be difhcult to
approach. Bréhier tells us, following Chrysippus, that incorporeals can

be neither agent nor patient, these being actions reserved for bodies,

and this for a very important reason: the incorporeal does not touch

bodies since it is not separated from them. We see then that orre must

think ihe two planes, corporeal and incorporeal, as two pLanes which

are distinguished but not separated. If for Plato the incorporeal was

separated from the real worlcl in its eternal truth, for the Stoics the

incorporeal is placed at the surfaces of beings, in order to become the

effect of them a particular kind of effect, to be sure a superficial

effect.
'surface effects' is the exact phrasing of the title of the second selies

of The Loqic of ,Sense, the selies thtortgh which this ungraspahle nution
seeps into-Dcleuze's thinking and in wñich Deleuze begins take it as his
olvñ from the project set out Bréhier's book:

The Stoics also distinguish betrveen trvo kinds of things. [On the one hand,]

thele are bodies rvith theil tensions physical qualities, actions and passions,

and the colresponding 'states of affails.' [. . . ] There are no causes and' effects

among bodies. Rather, all bodies at'e causes causes [, , . ] for each other.

[And on the other hand,] all bodies ale causes [. . . ] fol each other but
causes of rvhat? They are callses of certain things of an entilely diffelent
nature, These effects a*: not bodies, but, properly speaking, 'incorporeal'
entities. They ale not physical qualities and properties [ ] They are not
things or facts but events. \Ve can not say that they exist, but lather that
they subsist or inhere (having this minimurn of being which is appropriate to
that lvhich is not a thing, a nonexisting entity). They are not substantives

or adjectives but velbs, They are neither agents nor patients, but resuÌts of

5-L^9, p. 20; 10, translation nodified. The rnirror is aìso a very itlportânt imagc, rvhich Deleuze

uses in C'iz¡er¿¿ 2 in orcler to define the virlual,
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actions ancl passions. They ale 'impassive' entities impassive Iesr.rlts'.6

This is the rcversal. If in Platonism one cari think bhe incorporeal as

that which characterizes th<¡ maximum of being, accorcling to the Stoic

reversal one can only attribr"rte a minimum of being to it. Hc insists,

howeveL, that this superficial minimum does not lack depth'

There are incorporeal events which inhere at the sLlrface of bodics

like an immaterial vapor, events which, in language, are expressed by

verbs. According to a famolts example that Deleuze drarvs from Bréhìer'

the tree is not green, but rather 'the tree greens'.7

There is here a complete forrrula of becoming, the being of becom-

ing. As he r'vlll say many years later, in 'On the superiority of Anglo-

Americ¿in Literature', these becomings expressed by verbs h¿r,ve no sub-

ject and bring everything back to the impersonality of the event. Ancl

in my opinion, still thinking of the same textr we can see very well

once again in what sense the incorporeal event is an effect. As such, we

say, it must be effectuated in bodies, it depends on them since it is in
them that it flnds'its causes', but, having said this, we must necessarily

and at the same time specify ihat the state of affairs cannot absolutely

exhaust ttie effectuation of the event. which, in turn acts, using the ter-
minology of The Logic of Sense, as a rtruasi-cazse which inheres in and

dominates the states of affairs which efiect it.8

It seems th¿lt the event needs the boclies r'vhicll are its cause, but
cause and effect in this case are two names for tr,vo inseparable but
clifferent orders. lVhen one asks, still referring to 'On the Superiority of

Anglo-American Literatute', '\A/here is the storming of the Bastille?' or

'Where is the battle?'e is there not an echo of The Logic of Sense, whete

Deleuze writes, and to which r,ve will return, "'Where" is the battle?'.10

And, once again, when, in responding to this qr-restion, one says that
'every event is a fog of a milliorr droplets',1l it is again to the image of
vapor that we have recourse. That is why already in The Log'ic of Sense,

6¿.9, pp. 13-14;4-5,
71.9, p. t5; 6,
8On this point, cf. -L,9, fourteenth series, 'Of Double Causality',
eGilles Deleuze, 'De la supériorité de Ia littérature anSlaise-anéricaine', in Dzalogzes (Paris:

Flammarion, 7977), p. 79. Translated as, 'On the Superiority of Anglo-American Literature' irr
Dialogue.s 11 tra¡s. Hugh Tomlinson and Barbara Habberjam (London: Continuum, 2006), p. 48,
hereafter O,9-L.

roLS. p. 122; ro1-.
rro,9¿, p, 79; 48,
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above all with respect to Bourquet (whom Deleuze qualifies as StoiC2),
the fundamental ethical consequence of this position is brought to ligtrt,
a consequence that one could cail, without contempt, ontologically/røil.
It is necessary to become r'vorthy of the event that one effectuates: 'My
wound existcd bofore me, I was born to embody it.'13 And in'On the
Superiority of Anglo-American Literature', he reiterates this iclea, 'The
wound is something that I receive in my body, [. . . ] but there is also

an eternal truth of the wound a,s impassive, incorporeal event'.14

Is this not an invitation to live in accord¿rnce with Nietzsche's 'yes

saying' and to not sacrifice the eternal return of the wound'/ If one

Iives the eternal return only looking at states of affairs, one would never

understand how 'to say yes' in the face of his or her misfortune -- alrd

this in turn is precisely one of the first objections that one can raise

while 'learning' this 'doctrine' (which, deep down, is not a doctrine in
the strict sense of the term) . Counter-effectuating the event is a manner

of'yes saying' because when I say yes, I do not say yes to the state of
affairs, but io the events which 'inhere' on their surface. Would it not
be too heavy to 'say yes' to my wound if this wound exhausted the state

of affairs? One oniy finds lightness, on the contrary, in saying yes to
the 'splendor of the impersonal one lsplendeur du on]' which inheres

on the snrface of my being. In the lecture which ends the famous 1964

coiloquium on Nietzsche organized by Deleuze himself al L'Abbaye

de Royaumont - Delerze had moreover already written in very clear

terms that, 'Zarathustra knows that to affirm means [ ] to lighten, to
discharge whzrt lives, to dance, to create'. It is in counter-etffectuating

the event that one can 'say yes' to life. As Deleuze says, 'saying yes'

is a change of the will. It is to 'arrive at this will which makes us

the event',1s an 'apotheosis of the will' as Bousquet says. And in their
words the proposition of Zarathustra resonates with a new splendor,

nourished by that of the impersonal One [du On]: 'But it is thus that
I wanted what was to be. It is thus that I want it'. And what is this

12'Wþ are sometimes hesitart to call Stoic a concrete or poehic way of life, as if the name of a
doctrine rvere too bookish or absiract to designate tho most personal relation rvith a rvound. But
rvhere do doctrines come from, if not from rvounds and vital aphorisns rvhich, rvith their charge

of exemplary provocation, are so marìy speculative anecdotes'. (LS, p. 17a;748).
r3LS, p. 774;148.The expression is notably from J. Bous<¡ret, Trad.uit du Silence, (Paris:

Gallimard, Les Capitales. )941).
14O,9tr, p. 80; 49.
r5'r'olitional intuition'in Gun'itch's serÌse, as rve l'ill see shortly,

splendor? 'The brilliance, the splendor of the event, is sense'. This rs

nothing else than to say that the eternal retltrn is selective, counter-

effectuating the cvent, selecting * in this sense the eternal retul'n is

selective the pure event of what happens. In The Logic oJ Sense

(twenty-first series,'Of the Event') he speaks very clearly of a'selectivt:

force'selectirrg in what happens the'pr-rre event':16 The event is not

what happens in the presence of the instant, but what lnheres in this
instant doubied into the 'past-fr,rture', which sketches the present of

Chronos, of the states of things.17 It is in this sense th¿rt one must

read, already in 1965's 'Klossowski or Bodies-Language' that 'The true
subject of the eternal return is intensity and singularity; the relation
between the eternal return as actu¿rlized intentionality and the lvill to
power as operr intensity dr:rives from this fact'.18 (And one could say

that if the passage from Schopenhauer to Nietzsche r,vas the pâssage

from 'will' to 'will to powet', from Nietzsche to Deleuze it is from 'will
to power' to 'intensity'19).

It is ttius that one can counter-effectuate the event and breathe the
incorporeal vapor on the surface of states of affairs. It is necessary, ac-

cording to the'beautifnl'formulation of Blanchot, to liberate'the part
of the event that its accomplishmcnt cannot realize';20 it is necessary to
become 'the quasi-cause of what is produced within us'.21 The state of
¿iffairs which effects the event, as v/e have already seen, does not exhaust

the event inhering on the surface that we calL, following Deleuze, thct

incorporeal quasi-cause, lvith all of the 'neutral splendor which it pos-

sesses in itself in its impersorral and pre-r,ndi,ur,dual natu,re, beyond the
general and the particular, the collective and the private'.22 'Ihis is the
'splendor of the impersonal One', to use this expression which Deleuze

makes use of at the very beginning of D'ifference and Repeti,t'ion, but on
which he had already written, for example, in 'Klossolvski or Bodies-

16 LS, p. rz7; t57.
t7Cf. LS, p. 176-178; 150-153,
rsGilles Deleuze. 'I(lossorvski et les corpslangage' in Logique dz ,9ens (Paris : Les Eclitions de

\{inuit. 1969), p. 348. Trarslâied as'I{lossowski or Bodies-Languap;o' in Tlrc Logic of Sense (\ew
York : Columbia University Press 1990). p. 300. herafter IlC.

1s'Intensity, being already difference in itself.. ' (KC, p 348; 299)
20\{. BlarcÌrot, L'Espace littéraire (Paris: Gallimard. 1955), p. 160. Translated as The Space

of Literature, trans. Ann Smock (Lincoln: L niversity of \ebra.ska Press. 1982), p, 155
2r LS, Þ. 724; r48,
22t,5. p. 174: t48. -\l¡ c¡¡p|1¿'i5,
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Language'23 and which is moroover present in Tlt,e Logic of Sense where

one can read: 'How diflerent this impersonal 'one' is from that which we

encounter in everyday banality. [\,Ve are obviously quite distant frorn

the impersonal do,s rr¿an of Heidegger.l Ii is the'one' of impersonal and

pre-individual singr-rlarities. l. , .] The splendor of the impersonal 'otte'

is the splenclor of the event itself or of the fourth person.'2'1

2. The Superficial Philosopher

The eightr:enth series of The Logic of Sen'se is entitled 'The Three Im-
ages of Philosophers'. Here, instead of tracing out a history of thought,
Deleuze sketches a geography which, accordirrg to his or,vn orientations,
leads him to distinguish three images of philosophers: the Platonic
philosopher, the Pre-Socratic-Nietzschean philosopher, and the Stoic

philosopher. It seems, firstly, ihat the 'classicaf image of the phiioso-

pher had 'been set by Platonism'.25 The contemporary dona, still to-
day, wants to mock philosophy while passing through this image of

the philosopher, and repeating (rvithout reaLizing ii) the gesture of the
Thracian servant who, according to Plato's Theaetetus,laughs at Thales

when he falls into the well while staring at the sky.26 (And you see that
it is already ur problem of orientation. Neither ihe height of the sky nor

ihe depth of the r,vell, but the concrete of the surface seems to be iack-

ing here in Millet's philosophy) . Ascension is therefore the orientation
of Thought which characterizes Platonic philosophy. The movement of
Platonism tencls toward heights, and its philosopher is the 'philosopher

of heights'.

Nietzsche sees in this orientation a completely decadent movernent,

he sees there a 'human, all too human' flight that one takes in orcler

to escape 'an unbeatable terror'. With Nietzsche, the geography of
thought is again put into question. Deleuze brirrgs the Nietzschearl

method closer to the one that. in his opinion, belongs to Pre-Socratic

philosopher. Here we encounter the image of the 'philosopher of the

hammer' which clistrusts heights and 'does not leave the cave'. But 'on

the contrary, he thirrks that we are not involvecl enor-rgh or suflìciently

2:t KC, p. 345 297, translation modified
2L LS, p. 178: 152, translation rnocìified
25 LS, p. 752; r27.
26PIalo, Tlrcaet eÍzs, 173cì- 174b.
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engulfed therein'.27 We have gone from philosophy to the blow of the

hammer.
However, it is always Nietzsche who teaches us that behind the veil

there is another veil: 'Behincl every cave there is another, even deeper'.28

And, in effect, Deleuze tells us, 'NÌetzsche [like Alice according Io The

Logtc of Sense] was able to recLiscover depth only after conquering sur-

faces', even if, he adds,'he did not rernain at the surface'.2e
Is there then a place for a new image of ihe philosopher'? It wili

be necessary, to look for it, to rise up fróm the depths. not in ot'cler to
regain the height, but in order to conquer the sttrface. This adventure
of'Áurfaces, in'Th'e Logic of Sense. appea'rs to be the one undertaken by
the Stoics.'Deleuze rã.mari<s that it .sèems to be of them th¿lt Nietzsche
speaks when he says, 'How profbund these Greeks were as a consequence
of their being superflcial'30 (and we r,vill later need to recall the implica-
tions of this passage). What is there on the surface? The gaze of these
Greeks no longcl looks toward the high or tor'vard the low but rather
(to stick with the Deieuzian geographical image), laterally:

Rerearling Diogenes Laertius'most beautiful chapters, those on Diogenes the

Cynic ancl of Chrysippus the Stoic, lve u,itness the development of a curious

system of provocations. [. ] [fhe philosopher] keeps quiet u'hen people aslt

him questions or gives them a blou' rvith his stall [Or again,] if yorÌ pose

abstlact and difficult questions, he rvill responcl by clesignating sorne bit of

fbod [...] r'hich he l'ill then brealt ovet'you - alu'ays rvith a blorv of his

staff. [. . . I Yet he also holds a nerv discoursc, a nerv logos animated rvith
paraclox and philosophical values anc'l significations l'hich at'e nerv. Indeed,
l'e fecl that these anecdotes are no longel Platonic ot pt'e-Soclatic. This is a

reoricntation of all thought and of what it means to thinh: there is no longer

rlepth or height.3l

But it is not ¿i question, lve can already say, of thinking the surface

against clepth and height or, more precisely, o,gai,n,st all depth and all
height -. but c¡f reevaluating, of reintegrating in order to be able to think
a new depth as well as a new height. It is a question of rediscovering

the depth of the surface, as has been suggested by t,,vo phrases that we

have aLready cited: 'How profound these Greeks rvere as a consequence

of their being superfrcial' and 'The deepest is the skin'.
But what riches haunt the surface? What are the 'objects' that one

fincls there? It seems that it is a qr-restion of the same very special

'objects' th¿it we have alrearìy taken on. In rising up from the depths
27 LS, p. t53 t28.

"tr,9, pp. 153-154: i29.
2el,s, p. 15a; 129.
30tr,s, p. 1b4; 129,
31tr-9, p. tb5; 130
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and in falling from the heights one fincls the'incorporeal events', the
new frontier 'betr,veen things anci propositions'32: 'The double sense of
the surface, the continuity of the reverse and right sicles, replace height

[Platonic, as we said] ancl depth [Pre-Socratic as u,e also saw]. I ]

Sense appears and is pl.ryed out at the surfacer. [. . . ] The staff-blow
philosophy [. . . ] Leplaces the hammer-blow philosophy'.33

The third image of the philosopher is thus sketched out, the hero of
the surface, the unknown dimension - in which events 'inhere " wh\ch

remains to be 'explored'.

3. Simondon and the tanscendental Field

Henceforth we hear about Simondon in so many terms. Precisely when

it is a questiorr of posing the depth of the surface, when it is a question

of probing this impalpable frontier, Gilbert Simondon's reflection comes

in to enhance Deleuze's theoretical force. We will see that it is thanks
to Simondon's notions that this inlrnaterial surface ihis edge between

things and propositions, this vapor populated with 'singularities' - will
find the force bo install itself in Deleuze's philosophical horizon never to
leave again.

It will therefore be necessary right a,way to enter back int,o The Logr'c

of Sense this time passing through another doorway, that is, the fif-
teenth series 'Of Singularities' - that one could also call the Simondon-

series. Right away. this series interrogates anew the problem that we

haver already taken on concerning the place llieu] of the event: ' "Where"

is the battle?'34 The soldier who wants to grasp the event must go,

to paraphrase Nietzsche, beyond 'courage ancl colvardiceß5 in order to
grasp it, certainly not by rneans of the understanding (once again in

the sense of grei,fen), but by the'volitional intuition'of Gurvitch that
Deleuze uses to designate 'a willing of the event, in the two-fold sense of

the genitive'.36 The battle, in effect, is not exhausted by its empirical

effer:tuation. If one wants to grasp through 'pure grasping', which

p. 158; 132.

p. 158; 133.

p. 722 707.
p. 122;10I.
p. 123n1; 344n1, Cf. note 14 abover it is 'arriving at the rvill u'hich malces rrs fhe evenf'
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characterizes this 'volitional intuition'37 .''the event at the surface of
things, it will be necessary, as we'll soon see, to discover new facLllties,

or new usages new transcerrdental exercises in place of the 'old ones'.

To explore this frontier, this impassive A'ion, Deleuze must raise up,

with the help of Simondon, to a level just belor'v Husserl, ihat is to say,

just beiow the transcendental consciousness, in order to'determine an

impersonal and pre-indivicìual transcendental field [and not a conscious-

ness]'.38 We cannot stop at the empiricai dimension, at the 'empirical
exercise'3e of the faculties. This r,vill be then the first step toward trying
to make orreself sensitive to the signs of the trarlscendent¿r,i. Becanse

it will be a question of a ner'v unsettled, if yor: will aesthetic (in
the sense of ai,sthes'is) pedagogy,aO r'equirecl to sense what, according to
an expressionin D'ifference and, Repet'itr,on, 'can only be sensed'.41 The

Simondonian pre-individual is below any consciousness (even Sartrean

consciousness) and is only 'inhabited' by 'emissions of singularities' -

'heterogeneous series' which self-organize irito a 'metastabic system'

which 'play ont' at the 'surface' of things; it is a 'mobile, immanent
principle of auto-unification through a nomadic distribution'.42 No-

mad here, following Deleuze, evokes 'the pastoral sense of nemo (t<t

pasture)a3 þvhichl only belatedly irnplied an allocation of the land'.aa

Lacking transcenclental consciousness, 'singularites are the true tran-
scendental events'. Ferlinghetti calls them 'the fourth person singu-

lar,'45 another term for.,vhat Deleuze referred to earlier as'splendor of
the irnpersonal One'.46 This fulfills the intent of the Stoic sage the
hero of the surfaces and Simondon whose interest in science seems to

37 LS, p, t.z2;70)..
38 LS, p. 724;102, italics addecl,
3eGilles Deleuze, Di.fférence et Répétition (Paris: P.l,.F. 1968) p. 186 Translated as DiJJerence

and Repetition, trans. Paul Pâtton (\ew York: Columbia {,niversity Press, 1994) p. 143, hereafter
DR.

aocl. DR, p, 305;236-237.
n'Dn,p.182;140.
n' LS, pp. 724-725; 102.
a3'Nomadic distribution (distributing in an open space insleerd of clistributing a closed space

[encÌosed livestock raising, good sensel)' (I5, p. 93; 75). Good sense lbon sens]: affirrnation of a
sole direction, thât is to say, the right direction fsens bon]. Bnt be careful; 'The opposite of goocl

sense is not the other direction I sens] [. . . ]. But the paraclox as passion reveaìs thât one cânnot
separate trvo directions [.. . ]. 'Which rvay?' aslts Àlice. The question has no ansrver, since it is
the characteristic of sense not io haræ any direction or 'good sense,' Rather, sense ahvays goes to
both clirections at once, in the infinitely subdivided and elongatecl past-future'(LS 94-95:77).

noDR,p.54n1:309n6,
'r5.1,9, p. 125; 102-103,

'urA, p. 4; xii, translaiion rroctifiecl. ancl passím.

32

34

35

36

LS,
LS,
LS,
LS,
LS,

:
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be read by Deleuze through the characterization that he gives to Niet-
zsche in D'it'ference and Repetition,47:'Il, is trne thai fhej was interested

in the energetics of his time, but this was not the scientific nostalgia of
a phiiosopher. We must discover what it was that he sought to find in
the science of intensive quarrtities - namely, the means to realize what
he called Pascal's prophesy: to make chaos an object of afÊrmation'i8
The superficial frontier, populated by events discovered by the Stoir;s.

is enriched thanks to 'the new concepts established by Simondon',ae

It becomes a place 'teeming with anonyrnous and nomadic, impersonal

and pre-individual singularities';50 it becornes a'transcendental field' on

which we ourselves 'tread'. Note 3 of the fifteenth series of The Logtc

of Sense, which is very important in this regard, clissipates all doubt
regarding Deleuze's inspiration by annor-rncing 'the five characteristics

throtLgh which fhe tries] to define the transcendental field' following
L 

"in 
d'iu t, du et s a g en è s e p Ìt y si, co - b'i o I o g i qu e:57

L The potent'io,l energy of the fi,eld, the energy 'of the pure event'

which makes it so that this field is'a system which is neither stable

nor unstable, but rather "metast¿lble"'.52

2. TÌte'internal resonance of series, a lesonance which does not find
outside iiself a principle which iies the heterogeneous series to-
gether. One recalls the Simondonian notion of dis'paratt'on that
Deleuze often uses, especiallv in D'ifference and Reytet'it'ion. Si-

mondon beautifully defines this notion in L''ind'itlidu et sa genèse

physico b'iolog'iç1ue, as follows: 'The r.vord fdisparation] is borrowed

from the psycho-physiological theory of perception; there is dis-

paration when two icìerrtical, non-superimposable wholes lensem'
ó/esl, such as the left retinal image ancl the right retinal image,

are graspecl together as a system, being able to permit the forma-

tion of a unique whole of a superior degree, which integrates all
aTOne could also say that il is the ma¡ner through rvhich Deleuze rvants to read Simondon a¡d

use his reflection. On this point, cf. Deleuze's 'book revierv' (1966) of Simondon's L'Ind'iuidu et

sa genèse physico-bi.ologique (Paris : PUF, 1964), hereafter IGPB.
48 DR, p. 3t3; 243
aeGilles Deleuze, 'sinondon, L'Indiuid'u et sa genèse physico-b'iolog'ique', in L'1le d'éserte et

alLtres écrits, Pads: Les Éditions cle \Iinuit, 2002) p. 124. Translâted as 'On Gilbert Simondon',

in Desert Island,s and, OtherTe,xts, trars, llichacl Taormina, (Nerv York: Semiotext(e),2004) p.

89, herea.fter OG,9,
5o¿,9, p. tzb; to3,
51¿.9, p. 126n3; 344n3
52 LS, p. r2st roï.
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of their elements thanks to a ner'v dimcnsion (for example, in the

case of vision, the distinguishtngfétagement) of different plzlnes ln
depth) '.53 The integration of disparate elements implies therefore

tlre creation of a 'new dimension'.

It is necessary however to point out that, in the note in DiJJerence

and Repetr,tiort, Deleuze rnakes a small critique of Simondon concern-

ing his development of the notion of disparation. Here, if on the one

h¿r,nd Deleuze recognizes in Simondon tlie true source of the notions

of 'disparate series and their intern¿r,l resonance in the constitution of
systems',5'1 on the other hancL, he recalls th¿rt in L'ind'iuidu et sa genèse

physico b'iolog'ique, Simondon 'maintains [in order for there to be reso-

nance] the requirement of resemblance betr.veen series [even the Simorr-

doni¿rn dcfinition of clisparation that we just cited refers to a partial sr,r-

perimposability between the seriesl, or the smallness of the differences

in play'.55 In any case, Deleuze's concern is that resemblance, hor'vever

small, must never be presupposed as a condition for there to be a res-

onance between disparate elements, but rather always envisioncd as an

effect of the resonating betlveen two different terms.
No one knew better than Proust how to give an image of this 'new

dimension' which surges from disparation, when, while speaking of the
ego,he says that:

He cannot be fed by lvhat there is in the picture of an artist, ol a book by a

rvliter, nor by the second picture by the artist, the seconcl book by the l'ritet.
But if in the second picture or second book he perceives something rvhich is
in neither the flr'st nor the second, but in some *'av exists betu'een them, in a

solt of ideal pictule r'l.rich he sees plojecting itself in spilitual substantiality
out of the picture, he has been given his meat, and begins to live ancl be

happy again.56

We cannot demonstrate it here. but this notion of disparation entails
an entire theory of the metaplror which would no lorrger be founded on
resemblance, but on the difference between disparate elements.

But it is ihe third point which concerns us more:

53 IGPB, p. 22J.
tnDR,p.158n1;318n25.
ttDR,p.158n1;318n25.
56ì,l.Proust, ContreSainte-Bettue,TtrécédédePastichesetméIanqesetsuititleEssaisetarticles,

ecl, P. Clarac a¡d Y. Sandre (Paris: Gallimarcl, 'Bibliothèque cle la Pléiade', 1971). p. 296.
1'ranslated as Marcel Proust and Art ¿nd Li,terature, trzr.ns. Syh'ia Torvnseucl \\'arner. (\erv Yorh:
Carroll and GrafPublishers, 1997) p. 266.
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3. The toytological surt'ace of membranes

'singularities or potentials haunt the surface'. The philosopher of the

surfa,ce, the superficial philosopher knows that 'everything happens at

the surface', even in biology where Simondon shows us the importance
of membranes and the skin -'the deepest' which'h¿rs at its disposal a

vital ¿r,nd properly superficial potential energy'.57 'Has at its disposal',

Deleuze says, because the superficial potential energy 'is not local'ized

at the surface, but is rather bound to its formation and reformation'

haunting the surface.ss It is not a question of displacing interior arrd

exterior, but rather of thinking the two beginning from this threshold

which poses them as such. 'Thus, even biologiczr'lly, it is necessary to
understand lfollowing Valéryl that "the deepest is the skin".6e

According to Simondon, it is thanks to the membrane that, 'inter-
nal space is topologically in contact with the content of external space,

at the limits of ihe living thing [du ut'uant]; there is, in fact, no dis-

tance in topology [...]. To belong to 'ir¿teriority does nctt mean' only

to he 'ins'id,e, l¡ut to be on the interior side of the limit. [. . . ] At the

level of the polarized membrane, internal past and external future face

one another'.60 And Simondon adds that, concerning 'multi-cellular
organisms', for example, 'there are several stages of interiority and ex-

teriority'.61 Deleuze, for example, will remember this non-Euclidian62

topological reading of Ìnteriority and exteriority borrowed from Sirnon-

don when lre speaks of the brain in C'inema 2: The Time-Image63 as

well as in the book on Foucau,lt64 when highlighting the Simondonian

distinction between absolute and relative interiority and exteriority

Finally, we have already spoken of the fourth characteristic of the

5715, p. 126; i03.
58 LS, p. tz6; to4.
5s¿.9, p. 126; 103.
60¿,S, p. 126; 104, Deleuze's italics, translation modified, cittng IGPB p. 260-264.
ßr IGPB, p. 260.
62Deleuze borrorvs from Simondon the manner of defining'non-Euclidiar'in this reading of

interiority as a dimension that one carnot 'only [dcfine as] "beiug inside" in the Eucliclian sense, but

being on the interior side of the limit without delaying functional effectiveness, rvithout isolation,

lvithout intertia' (IGPB, p. 26a),
63Cf, Gillcs Deletze. Ci'néma II - L'[mage-temps, (Paris: Les Editions de ]linuit, 1985.) p.

233. Translated as Cinena 2 : Tl¿e, Time-Im¿ge, trans. Hugh Tomlinson (London : Continuum

Press. 2005). p. 3U8.
6aGilles Deleuze, Foucault (Parts: Les Editions cle \{inuit, 1986), pp. 126-128: Translatecl as

Fottcault, trans. Sean Hand (\linneapolis, IJniversit¡' of ÌIinnesota Press. 2000). p¡. 118-120
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transcendental field - the organization of sense according to which

the surface is the non-localized place [liez] of sense, which 'surveys

lsuruole]' (withor"rt sepalating from it, of course) like potential energy,

we coutrd say the actualisations (the states of affails) rvhirrh cffectuate

it without exhausting it.
Wherrce the fifth characteristic of the transcendental field, that is to

say, its problemat'ic status, the aspect I'hat Di'JJerence and' Reqtetition

manages to envision and clevelop most amply.

4. Transcendental Philosophy

At this point, however', one might rightly point out th¿lt there is a
differencè between the depth of tñe transcendental fielcl which we see iti
DifJerence and Repetition and the superficiality of the same fielc1 ihat
we have discussed np to now, tn The Logi,c of ,9ense. However, in order
to understand this apparent divergence, it is enough to recall the two
formulas which have grrided our rliscussion thus far: 'The deepest is
the skin'and'How piofound thcse Greeks \'vere as a consequence of
their being superficial'. The depth invoked in-D'ifference and Reç.rctition
is in effecd the clepth of 1"he transcendental field against lhe empirical
sr-rrfacc of state¡s of affairs. Depth, therefore, is in no way denied at
the transcerrdental surface discussed in The Logi,c of ^9ense. Moreover,
one can nnderstand the note that Deleuze wrote in 1974 lor the ltalian
e<lition of The Logi,c of ,9ense. Deleuze writes:

For my part, my book D'ifference and, Repetztzon aspired as much to a kìnd of
classical height as to an archaic depth. The shetch that I made of a theory of
intensity u.as mar'lçed by depth, either true or false; intensity rvas presentecl

as corning from depth [but, I l'ould add as a cantion, an intensive depth].
In The Logic of Sense the r.rovelty for me consisted in the fact that I lealnecl
somethir.rg of sulfaces.6ã

But, in any case, Deleuze tells us, 'the notions rernain the same: "multi-
plicity," "singularity," "intensity," "events," l. . . ] "problems," "paradoxes"

but reorganised according to this dimension'.66 One could say then
that the surface of The Logic of Senseis 'metaphysiczrl surface',67 or. as

Deleuze will say again while returning to Stoic philosophy in 'On the Su-
periority of Angio-American Literature',68 (meta)physical surface (note

ttrat we must write 'rneta' between parentheses) or transcendental field.
To deterrnine the depth of the surface, of this (meia)physical surface,

6sLogica del senso (ì{ilano, Feltrinelli, \,Iilano 2006), p. 294, Hereafter cited as LS (Italim
trans. ) .

ß6 LS (Itatian trans.). p. 294.
61 LS, p. r5o; !2s.
68 osL, p. 78; 47.
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means then to rrot stop ab the empirical dimension, which would re-

quire recourse to metaphysics (without parentheses in this case). This
entails an entire revision of the doctrine of faculties, another pedagogy

of the senses,69 another image - or rather a non-image, or again an

other-image of thought. Can we think in a voluntarist way this pre-

individual dimension which accontpanies its effectuation without being

confused with it? Can we 'grasp intensity independently of extensity
or prior to the qualities in which it is developecl?'70 Only by means of

'a fundamental encounter and not a recognition' (which can only have

purchase in the empirical). In effect, the object of the encounter is'that
r'vhich can only be sensed'.71 Quite a bizarre definition. lVhat is that
which'carL only be sensed'? It is not just the sensible, which can also

be 'recalled, imagined or conceived',72 br.rt also that which happens in

habitual recognition as in 'Good X/orning, Theaetetusl' It is not an

ar,stlteton, a sensible, but an aistheteon, a sent'iendurn, which'can oniy

be sensed'. It is no longer an 'empirical exercise'73 of the faculty which

permits the other faculties to grasp the same object that it grasps, but a

'transcendent exercise'74 which forces the faculty to encounter'the being

of the sensible'.75 Transcendent not in that it 'puts us in contact' with
a separate dimension of the sensible, but rather with a dimension what

while completely distinguishing itself, does not separate itself. 'Dis-
tinct'but inclisccrnible, such are the actual and the virtual', Deleuze

will write later in C'inema 2, a work which resonatets wìth several as-

pects of Dr,fference ønd Repetr,tion which we must quote to avoid any

misunderstanding:

The transcenclental form of a facuÌty is indistinguishable from its cÌisjointed,

superior or transcendent exercise. Transcendent in no lr'ay means that the
faculty addresses itself to objects outside the rvor'ld but, on the contrary, that
it grasps that in the rvorìd u,hich concerns it exclusively and blings ìt into the
lvorld'76

The object of the encounter, therefore, 'cannot be sense (from the
point of view of the empirical exercise) and can only I;e sensed (from

the point of view of the transcendent exercise)'.77 This being of the
sensible is intensity, the incorporeal 'alr,vays covered by a qriality',78

r,vhich srrrpasses in its profctund surface the extensivity [l'etendu]which
can be grasped by all the faculties in the empirical exercise.

Andlhis encounter is also the first link in the violent chain, rvhich
'awakens the memory' anr.l forces us to think. But we need to be care>
ful, This violent communication cloes not ar'vaken the memory in its
empirical exercise. It is the transcendental memory which is set to
woik, called, in its turn, by its particular object, that is to say 'what
can only be recalled'7e or the 'irnpossible to recall (in ihe empirical ex-

ei'cisc)'80 and thercfore that r,vhich cannot have becn perceived, seen,
inragirrecl. thought. It is the immemorial, insofar as it can only be
reca'lled. But the transcendental mernory in turn obliges 'thought to
grasp that which can only he thorrglrt, Ihe cog'itandum ot noeteort', lhe
Essence',81 the 'unthinkable'.E2 I r'vould, thetefore, give, in conclusion,
a literary exarnple of the action of ihis violent chain which alone can
rnake us think the unthinkable of the pre-individual, the depth of sur-
faces, and suggests to us that, if one quzilifies Deleuze and Simondon
as superficial philosophers, one could, in the same sense, think Proust
as a superficial author.83 In In the Shadow of loung Gi,rls in Flower,
the narrator, while out on a walk, 'suddenly lisl filled rvith a feeling of
profouncl bliss'8'1 while perceiving three trees (the famous episocle of the
three trees of Hudimesnil). The encounter rvhich strikes the narrator
with an intensity, simult¿rneously cleep and impalpable, giving him a
'feeling oI pr,,lounrl bliss'. mirk,,s hinr lighi ar'vay scatch.fol arr crnpilical
memoiy ro explain its carrsc: 'lThe lhree trees folmedl a pattern that
I knew I had seen somcwhcr,' bcfolc. I could not managc to recognize
the place they had, as it were. been separated from; but I sensed that it
must have been somewhere familiar to me, long ago'.85 But the attempt
at empirical recogrrition is destined to fail:

I gazecl at the thlee trees, rvhich I coulcl ser: qtitc cleally; btt my mind

CLAIJDIO ROZZONI 1õ1

6sD.R, p, 305; 237.

'o DR, Þ. 305 237.

"Dn,p. 183; 140.
,"DR,p.182;139.

"DR,p.lB2 140.

'oDR,p.782;140.
75 DR, p. 782; 740

'uDR,p.186;143.

" DR, p. 304; 236. italics addecl.

'8 DR, p. 30b; 236.

'nDR,p.183;140.
'orÃ, p. 183; 140. translation modifìed.
ttDR,p. 183; 141..

"" DR, p. 784; 741.
83ì'loreover, Deleuze, in 'The \Iethod of Dramatization', rvrites that 'A physical experinent, no

less than the psychic experiments of the Proustian variety, imply the communication of disparate
series, the intervention of a darh precursor, as vell as resonances and forced movements thât
result'. GilÌes Deleuze 'La liléthode de dramitisation' in L'île, désr:rte et autrc,s écrifs (Paris: Les
Éditions de }iinuit, 2002), p, 137. Translated as 'The trIethod of Dramatization' in Desert Island,s
tnd Otl¿er ?er¿s, trans. lllichael Taormina (Lonclon: Semiotext(e), 2004), p. 98, translation
modifiecl.

8't}l. Proust, A I'ornbre de,s jeunes filles e,n t'leurs (Paris: Gallimard, 'Folio'. 1988). p, 284.
Translated as In the Slrudou of Young Girls'in Flouer, tra¡s. Janes Grieve (Nerv York: \rikirg,
2002), p. 297. hereafter O.

85o,p.285;297.
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suspected they hicl [Recall that we just understood Deleuze to say that the
being of the sensibìe, intensity, the incorporeal, ìs 'ahvays coveted over by a

cluatity'] sornething on u'hich I could have no purchase llike the incorpoleal,
rvhich is like er vapor'. One cannot simply'grasp'it.l, as oulfingertips at the
full stretch of our arm may ft'om time to time barely touch but not quite grasp

objects that lie just out of reach'86

The empirical exercise of thc facultìes cannot grasp the incorporeal va-

por. The memory which is employed in this case being the transcen-

dental memory, all attempts at empirical recollection cannot find any

purchase: 'Where had I set eyes on them before? l. .l Did this meaLr

they belonged to years of my past lifè [. . . l? OL did they belong to one

of those places one glimpses in dreams [. . . l? OL perhaps I had never

seen them anywhere; ancl though I thought they were a memory to be

[empirically, we should add] recalled, rvere they in fact oniy an invita-
ttonfsolli,ci,ter, tlìe verb is used by Deleuze irr Difference and Repetition

to describe the non-voluntary dimension of the exercise of the faculties]

to comprehend an idea, concealing behind themselves [ ] u meaning

that was every bit as obscure and ungraspable as a distant past?87

It seems then that memory in his transcendent exercise 'grasps that
which from the outset can only be recalled, even the first time: not

a contingent past [empirical forgetting, I saw the trees, but I do not

remember wherel, but the being of the past as such and the past of

every time fessential forgetting]'.88 The lhtng'o,ppears in person' øs

'forgotten'. Finally the narrator tells us that ihis reminiscence without
empirical recognÌtion invites him to deepen his thouglit. This verb, also

rlsecì by Deleuze, speaks to us of an invitation to think, of the thìrd
link in the violent chain through which the thing strikes us. It is the

intervention of the chain that the three trees cause the narrator io think.
To think what object?

The narrator says that he wants to be alone to discover it Merely
discover?

It l'as a pleasure that came to me seldom, and its object ahvays ìay beyond

my mental scope, requiring me to create i't myself ; but on each occasion rvhen

it did come, I rvould have the feeling that all the things rvhich had happenecl

to me since the last t.ime \\¡ere mole or less devoid of signification, and that,
for my real life to begin at last, I must attcncì to nothing but this unique

reality.s9

p. 140.
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It was only a question, for the narrator, of cottnter-effectuating, of se-

lecting the eternal retul'n of u'hat which comes lreuientl for ther fìrst

time. . . that r'vhich returns lreuientl for the flrst time. . . irl the cre>

¿r,tion in view of the fact that it is the 'the etern¿rl return [which] creates

the superior forms'.90

eoG. Deleu"e, 'Conclusions sur la volonté cle puissance et l'óternel rctour' in L'île d,éserte et
autres écrits, (Paris: Les Éditions cte \'Iinuit. 2002.) p. 174. Translated as 'Conclusions on the
Will to Porver ancl the Eternal Return'in Desert Islands an¡l Otlrer 7þ¿ús. trans, -llichael Taornina
(Lonclon: Semiotext(e), 2004). p. 125.

860, p
870,P

285; 297.
286; 298.

88 DR, 183;
8eO, p, 285; 297, italics acldecl
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Dosse, F. Gi.Il,es Ðe'l,euze, Fel'iæ

Guattar'i - B'ioEraph'i'e Croisé.e

Chris Beighton

François Dosse's excellent biography of the ¿iuthorc of Cap'ito'l"ism ar¿d

Schzzopltren'iø was published in 20071 and its subtitle, B'iograph'ie Cro'isée,

manages to provide pithy, styirsh evidence of a serious attempt to tackle

the backgrouncl to this enigmatic lvriting partnership. Those alrearìy

familiar with the rvork of Deleuze and Guattari would doubtless admit

to a degree of suspicion towards any attempt to rencler into n¿irrativ<:

their lives and thought. Bnt Dc¡sse's subtitle is representative of his

success in balancing the clouble movement r,vhich is needed to approach

the complex relationships between these two contrasting but comple-

mentary flgures, a fertile crossing of lives and ideas. On one hand,

their trvo trajectories are a cartograph'ic crossing, a chiasrrrus whose

lines begin and end quite separately; on tlie other, we have the idea of
a. biological crossing, a cross-fertilisation proclucing the hybrids whrch

the partnership is of coul'se famous for. This double movement clearly

configures both the content and form of their work ancl fïrrctions, in rny

view, extremely we1l.

The desire to present this sort of mobile hybrid of a text is of course

quite natural: how else might we try to do justice to the Deleuze-

Guattari assemblage? The choice is furthermore supported by one of
the many impressive aspects of the book, namely its reference to sources,

both persorral and professional, lvhich grant Dosse's insights a good deal

of authority and Lrnderline the need to which the 'subjects' need, for
Dosse, to be situated in their cultural milieu. A quick glance through
the extensive list of people interviewed for the book is enough to sr-rggest

that the lvork is both a serious and sensitive one, but any reader of
biographic details of the genertr,lly reticent Deleuze is bourrd to wonder

how the private and public faces of the subjects will be treated. Dosse's

rF. Dosse, Gilles Deleuz.e, FéIix Guattari Biographie Croisée (Paris: l,a Découverte, 2007).
Tìanslatecl as Gilles Deleuze and F'elix Guattari: Intetsecting triues (Europear Perspcctives: A
Series in Social Thought arcl Cultural Criticisn) (Cohrmbia liniversity Press. 2010).
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skili lies in rneshing them by referring to both in ways which, while
revealing and occasionally disturbing, mainteiin a welcome delicacy, a
definiie warmth towards these two thinkers and their work. In essence,

readers of Deleuze ¿r,nd Guatt¿r,ri who have been waiting for an intelligent
biography are not disappointed.

Structurally, the book offers the trajectories in largely separate mode:

two lines begin apart but converge before separating again. Chapters
present their development chronologically through the stages of their
professiorral careers, the major events of which are no secret. Support-
ing the chronology, however, alongside relevant details of their personal

lives, are presentations of their thought and activities in relation with
their context, r,vith a focus on the people who influenced and were in-
fluenced by them. Insights and cietails emerge frorn a range of scholars,

friends and acquaintances past and present who bring a real sense of

depth to the work. One example among many is found in one of the
most touching sections of the book which deals with the untirnely deaths

of first Guattari and then DeLeuze. These show a remarkable sensitivity
which adds much to our understanding of the relationship between the
tlvo, indeed Dosse's strategy of presenting the tlvo events from their'
respective viewpoints is both touching and revealing.

If, then, a Deleuzian way of interrogating such a text might be to ¿rsk

'to rvhat question is this thc answer?', clearly it could fall one of two
ways; either such a biography could attempt to satisfy prurience and

gossip, or it could try to activate the dynamics of this partnership and

try to describe how and even why it operated in such a productive
way. Dosse of course opts for the second and in doing so finds sup-

port from a range of scholarly and personal sources, the most revealing

of which deal with ideas rather than purely biographical information.
The crossover here of course is irrevitable and indeed actually invited
by Deleuze and Guattari's work, and especially the former's insistence

on the blurring of the boundaries between the individuals in question

as authors in well-known sections of, for instance, A TLtousand Pla,tea,us

and D'ialogues. Interestingly, Dosse seeks to challenge the portrayal of
a sort of synthesis of the two by contrasting the public image of the

Deleuze-Guattari machine with a much more nu¿rnced picture. We ar<t

reminded. for instance, thai ihey m¿l.intained a rather formal relation-
ship, dict much of their work by letter or in austere isolation, which lead,
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unsurprisingly perhaps, to a degree of frustration at least on Guattarì's

part. Dosse, like many others, relates comments made by the latter2

about the precise nature of the way in which he and Deleuze lvorked.

Their meeting and subseqr-rent relationship was something of a cìisap-

pointment to Felix, who did not expect the long sessions behind closed

doors, not to mention Deleuze's perfectionism and linderstandable de-

sire to get work finished. As a result, lre found it hard to recognise

lLimself in Anti, Oed;i1tus, of which it seems, Deleuze r,vas really in con-

trol. We are left with the pictr-rre of a highly lvorkmanlike Delcuze r'vho,

r'vhile rreeding the input and interaction of close groups of friends to
clevelop, nevertheless, if Gtiattari is to bellevecl, tendecl to take a more

mechanical or at least systematic attitude to the production of the text
itself. This is perhaps just as one would expect fron one trained in
philosophy with a subst¿r,ntial back catalogue of influential monographs

to his rrame. But a more revealing aspect of this relationship seems to
lie in Dosse's account of the decline in Guattari's health into a state of
depression in the late eighties and nineties, partly, it is irnpliecl, as a

result of broken relatiorrships of one sort or another. There also seems

to be some evidence that the friendship lvith Deleuze had soured, in
itself an r-rnsurprising direction for the 'Laurel and Hardy' of philoso-

phy to take, although this did not prevent Deleuze visiting Guattari
at home. Significantly, on Dosse's analysis, Deleuze remained true to
form by writirrg What ts Ph,ilosophy? himself and insisting that it be

jointlv credited as a gesture of friendship and recognition of Guattali's
contributions, however 'marginal' (p 27) they might be. Whilc such

details are interesting, though, what rem¿rirrs of them is less the irrrage

of Felix slouched on the sofa in front of the football than the written
record of the ideas and the cross fertilization between these disparate

minds. Dosse's text is not the re-cognition of these concepts into lazy
inferences about what one or the other rnight have done, to whom, and

why, but a salutary rerninder that the ideas and tlLeir dynamism can

and should stay in the forefront.

The chronology of these ideas takes in of course Deleuze's milestone

texts of the 1960s on Hume, Proust, Nietzsche, Bergson and so on, with
¿i useful focus on ma,ny of their key ideas and influences. Drawing on this
development, Dosse clefines 'Deleuzism' as a three pronged approach to

2Notabl-v in ihe 2006 Anti-Oetltpus Papers.
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philosophy which might bc quaiified 'peLverse', reflecting the perversity
of a world without the Other described in Tournier's , Vendredi ou les

Iimbes du pac'ifirpe. There are three ways in which this 'Deleuzism'
might be defined:

1. recuperating diverse bits of theory from v¿r,rious sources and using
them to other ends, or

2. confronting a concept with its real conditions seen as the forces

ancl dynamisms which underpin it, or

3. rather than frontaL criticism of a notion. attacking it via another,
twisted, conception.

This view of the central movement of a DeleLrzian critique is clearly

outlined and situated as an attempt to avoid dialectic reasoning by tak-
ing a concrete situation and looking to where it creates an excess or

a leak. This is clearly quite different to a critical model which seeks

to identify contradictions in terms of their lack, or of a desire for syn-

thesis and transcendence, and this stressing of the paradoxical tensions

within concepts renounces the critical approach which presupposes a

looking down at the concept from above. While this 'height' approach

might offer the advantage of allolving a choice or a moral decision to
be made, it fails to truly espouse the nature of the concept itself by
pre-supposing a superiority on the part of the reader/thinker a pr"iori.

It also excludes thereby a range of openings that the concept might
have and ignores therefore what it, or any body, can do. This essential

cre¿r,tivity of Deleuze is therefore a form of emancipation from ways of
thinking which reduce the density and creative potential of concepts

themselves to transcendent al¡stractions: a mathematisation of 1ogic, a

natrrralisation of physics and a technocratisation of ethics.

Readers of the book may find it surprisingly combative towards

DeLeuze's critics. From Lacan to Badiou, via Foucault, we see ¿ì,n ex-

position of some of the most influential critiques of Deleuze and their
subsequent demolition by both Dosse's compendious knowledge not
to rnention sharp tongue and cornments by others close enough to the

arguments be takerr seriously. Lacan, for instance, garners little sym-
paihy. The tone regarding this relationship manclué is one of genuine

disappointment as the deferential Derieuze, keen to rrreet the Nlaster for
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the first time, is treated to the childish behaviour of an apparently self-

centrecl and niercenary individuai set on being as unpleasant as possible

to the provincials around him. A portrait is drawn of a rather inflated
character, unafraid eitherr to charge consultancy fecs for time spent in
the car being given a lift home, or to offer condescending remarks on

others'work.

Alain Badiou's attitude to Dcleuze also comes out of this study as a

rather juveniLe, petulant affair. While Dosse of coulrse gives the back-

grouncl of this relationship in the late sixties and eally seventiesf he

spends nore time critically exploring Bacliou's analyses of Deleuze in
The Clamour of Bei,ng.a Readers of this text will knor'v that it sprang

from a potentially interosting br-rt finally frustrating exchange of letters
between the two, ¿rs Deleuze refuses to continlte with Bacliou's seern-

inglv dogged refusal to understand or accept basic principles. Badiou,

Dosse argues, is both l'âncorous and malicious in his misrepresentation

of Deleuze and in his obtuse and pointless attempt to find a contraclic-

tion between the notions of multlpliciiy in expression and the r-rnivocity

of the plane of immanence which of course lie at the heart of an un-
clerstancling of Deleuze's spinozism. As is amply clear in the work on

Spinoza, the issue is one of the infinite variety of expression which com-
pose the One, whether this is God, in Spinoza's case, or a plane of imma-

nence. There is no inherent contradiction here at all, for Dosse, and it is

hard to see how readers of D'ifference and Repetr,tr,on could come to Ba-

cliou's conclusion. No serious reader of Deleuze would therefore find any
resemblance in Badiou's caricature which, for Arnaud Villarri, is 'fun-
damentally dishonest' (p. 439). While this might seem little more tha,n

zero-degree criticalÌty and mudslinging, this is just one example of the
sharp contrast presented between the picture of Deleuze's intellectual
generositv and that of lvould-be rivals who, in contrast, seem petulant,
misinformed, jealous, or as in the case of the 'aggressive' psychiatrist
questioning Deleuze and Guattari's experience of schizophrenics, simply
'insolent' (p, 263). Attempts to see Deleuze as a wrecker of modernity
or a nihilistic antichrist were never further form the mark.

3Dosse describes Badiou as a politicaì activist among the post-68 ì{aoist groups, whose actiti-
ties incluclecl frequent attempts to disrupt lectures at the ner''experimentaÌ'campus in Vincennes
rvhere Deleuze lecturecl.

aA. Badiou Deleuze: La Clatneur de t'Etre (Paris: Hachette, 7997) I Deleuze: the. Clatnour of
Being, .uans. Louise Burchill (\Iinneapolis: tlniversity of Ìlinnesota Press, 1999).
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A further excellent example of Dosse's ability to clarify the often
complex movements in Deleuze's thought is the way in which he is
able to describe his reiationship to VIarx (p. 238). Clear differences

inclucle a contrast between Marx as a theory of needs anr.[ consumption
in contrast to the Deleuzian theory of desire as production. Again,
where VIarx opposes infrastructule to superstructure, for Deleuze and

Guattari there is no ideological sphere separated from the rest of society,

only different organisations of power. IdeoLogies are no more or less than
the statements of these organisations thernselves. If N{arx, finally, can

be identified with a recapitr-rLation based on a re-collection of collective
memory and a unitary development of the forces of production, this ìs

clearly counter to Deleuze's attack on such repetitions. Interestingly,
though, if these stark contrasts exist in a context of forgetting Marx,
during the process of forgetting 'little fragments float to the surface' (p.

23e)

Another case of r,vhere Dosse casts inteÌ'esting light is in the am-

bivalence of the Deler"rze-Foucault relatiorrship (p373) . While there was

clearly great professional and personal regard, it was marred by differ-

ences of both a personal anrl er philosophical nature which are of course

raised in several of Deleuze's texts.s On the whole these references to
Foucault are either lauclatory or, on occasion, reticernt, but the friend-
ship was not r,vithout its intellectuzll rivalry, according to Paui Veyne.6

Deleuze, however, cannot be said to have shared this jealor-rsy and Fou-

cault's occasion¿rl waspishness may have stcmmed parbly from jealousy

at the success of Deleuze's Nietzsche.T There also seems to have been a
definite resentment of Deleuze's work with Jacques Donzelot, which ex-

plains why the preface to the latter's published thesis (the Foucaldian
La Police des Fami,llesJ became a postface. Foucault lvas also suspi-

cious of Guattari and of the many groups and projects with which he

was involvecl.

More interestingly, Dosse is very clear on theÌr philosophical and po-

litical differences, notably, but not exclusively, over the Klaus Croissant

5See, forinstance, G. I)eleuze, Pourparlers: 1972-1990, (Paris: Ìlinuit,1990) I Negotiations,
trans. },1, Joughin (Nel'York: Coìumbia University Press, 1995).

6Veyne, an influentia.l classical historian ard colleague of Foucault's, recently published an

excellent study of Foncanlt's life and thought )'n Foucault, sa pensé.e, sa personne, (Paris: Albin
llichel, 2008).

7G. Deleuze, Nietzsche et Ia pltilosoplúe. (Paris: Presscs Unirersitaires Françaises, 1962) /
Nietzsche and. Pltilosoplt.tl, trans. Hugh Tomlinsou (Lonclon; A.lthone Press, 1983).
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case, in the 1970s.8 It seems clear that while these political cìilÌerences

were important, deeper philosophical issues were also at play. Indeed

there are three areas of thought in which they i:an clearly be said to
differ. Philosophically, they evidenbly saw tles'ire tn very different ways,

as indeed is clear from Foucault's later work. Conscquently, Foucault

was in reality less appreciative ol Anti,-Oetlipus I'han some have thought,
and he was unwilling to openly support a text he saw as mere verbiage

(p.376). The point is interesting insofar as it contladicts laudatory
ref'erences to Deleuze and Guattari in the American preface ro Anti-
Oedi,pus itself as lvell as in the roughly contemporary Disr:iptlzne and

Punish,e but confirms the shift apparent in the 1976 College de France

lectures (Society Must be Defendedl)) away from what Foucault feels

a.re fragmentary responses unable to deal lvith the recent changes in
society. The Deleuzian notion of desire as prodLrctive is misgr"rided, ancì

is merely one of many other effects of the same drive towards giving
voice to an obsession with sex rather than repressing it.11

Dosse also describes how the tlvo disagreed by offering diflerent an-

swers to the same questions of por'ver and the ethics of non-fascism.

\ilhile agreeing that desire is always caught up in assernblages which
prevent its spontaneity, Deler-rze is constructivist, and speaks not of
possi,bili,ty but of construct'ion. This is why they read Nietzs<rhe differ-
ently, Deleuze preferrring The ItVill to Power, Foucault The Genealogll

of Morals.

A thircl area (p. 379) concerns their relationship to truth, considered

by Deleuze to be something of an otiose question.l2 Foucault's pre-

sentation of truth ¿ls being dependr:nt on polverful assemblages leaves

intellectuaLs with no power at all, since they are what bolster this same

sAlthorrgh Deleuze supported Croissant, a legal representative rvith cloudy relationships to
extreme leftist and terrorist groups, Foucault refused to do so. Interestingly, Dosse notes tlìat
Croissant rva.s subsecluently exposecl as a Stà.si agent.

elil. Foucault, Surueiller et Punir Naissance dela Prlsou, (Parls : Gallimard. 1976) I Di,sci-
plíne and Punisl¿: the Bi,rth of the Prlson, (London: Pelguin, 1991),

10\,I. Foucault, Il faut rtéfendre la Société: Cours att Collège de France 1975-76:. (Paris: Galli-
mard, 1.976/1997),

llThese issues are of course taken up by Deleuze, for instance tn'Desire and Pleasure', a 1-977

letter publislred in Dettr Ré.gimes de Fotts: tettes et erLtret¿ens 1975-1995. Ed. David Lapou.lacle.
(Parisr l,Iinuit, 2003).pp.112-122.

l2Thc importance and precise nature of Dcleuze's constructivism and lach of interest in 'truth'
is stressecl in G. Deleuze and F. Guattari, Qtt'est-ce que la Pltilosophie? (Paris. \Iinuit, 1991). 7'

What is Philosopäy? trans. Hugh'Ibmlinson anci Graham Burchell (Cohrmbia University Press r

\eu' York, 1994).
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system. A reversal seems impossible, with no space at all for ideas or

r"rltimately the creation of concepts, lvhich is of course Lhe sine qu(r norL

of Deleuzian philosophy. As Dosse points ottt, if for Foncault the no-

tion of truth is what defines philosophy, for Deleuze the validity of a
concept is not its trr-rth, but r¿rther its importarrce, its interest, whether
it's remarkable or new. It's clear on Dosse's account that for Deleuze,

Foucault was at times a misguided, even 1itcral1y a clangerous thinker,
r"rltimately obsessed by death. But interestingly, in an area where they
might have found more common gror-rnd (the questions of subjectivity
which increasingly attract Foucault's attention in History of Seruali,ty)

no rapprochement look place, perhaps because the relationship had al-

ready broken clown irretrievably.

Dosse, then, gives us a well structured and accessible guide to some

of the key ideas arising in the work of Deleuze and Guattari. Br-rt per-

haps a more provocative aspect to Dosse's work is Ìris consideration of
biographical data in explaining some of their idiosyncrasies. Guattari.
it is implied, develops his famous hyperactivity largely from a turbulent
childhood, including with his father's unsuccessful attempts at business.

Deleuze, Iargely silent on the question of his own upbringing, was pro-

foundly affected by the death of his brother Georges, during the rvar.

Parental hero-worship of the lost son must have been a difficult thing
to navigate for the young Gilles, and we are left with the impression

that this surely configured to a significant extent his reticence, atti-
tude and even subsequent theories about the family. Other stiggestive

details inclucle being referred to as 'thc new Sartre' as a student, and

the problems with drink which are alluded to from time to time in his

work. Clearly, r,vhile tlLe lives of philosophels are rarely interesting, it
seems irnportant that a biography worthy of the name should attempt
to present as full an account as possible without infringing the laws of
delicacy. Precisely hor'v Deleuze himself might feel about these sugges-

tions is certainly open to question. If his answers to attempts in the

Abécédaire to pin him down on more personal issues are anything to
go by, they wonld receive short shrÌft, at best ¿r, knowirrg srnile and an

evasive anslver.13 I would therefore encourage colleagues to read Biogra-

phie Cro'isée for themselves and make up their own mind both about

this and the photographs provided in the central section of the book.
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These appear at times sr-rpportive of Dosse's claims, as do the soul'ces

cited, but again readers r'vill make of them what they will.

In attempting to summarise the message of Dosse's biography beyond

its scholarship ancl obviotts warmth towards its sr-rbjects, it probably lies

in suggesting that Deleuze in particular may not be ciuite whelre we ex-

pect to find him. The portrait of the man is of an affable, self-effacing

ancl homely character, keen on light music (Edith Piaf, Paul Anka,

Claude François), chatting with the neighbours, spending the evening

at cards or at the cinema ,,vith his wife Fanny. Deleuze the teachel is

conscientious, unshakable and sympathetic. In pursuing ideas, the turn
towards others seems systematìc, provided it is part of a friendship of

curious minds. As a thinker, we hear less of revolutionary or conceptr"ral

creativity, than of the particr-r1ar brand of classicism and even caution in

thought lvhich more careful readings of his work reveal The attraction
of the formel'r more radicaL Deleuze, is clear for many, and Dosse ¿r,c-

cepts that rnuch of the World Wicte Web for instance is perfectly happy

with a worl<l of multiplicities, desubjectification, disjunctive syntheses,

machinic production and Bodies without Organs. But these interpreta-

tions miss a cruciai point in the form of ascetism called for by Deleuze

ancl Guattari, '¿r touch of herb and pure water'14 in response to the

risks of the absolute variety they see and describe so evocatively. For

Dosse it is this asccbism, not its sloganising, which rnakes such thoLrght

powerful: it's not enough to cry 'long live multiplicities' withont doing

something in connection with the outside. 'Dele'uze mttst not be turned

'into some sort of phr,losopltical UFO. He rema'ins w'ith'in a, trad'ition
wh'ile'int.tentzng lt'is ourt.' (p. 204).15

1aG. Deleuze and F, Guatiari, F. A Thottsand Plateaus, trâns B. \'Iassumi (London: Contin-
uum, 1987), p. 109,

r5l)osse hcre quotes Pierre \Iontebello, r'ltose orvn rvork (e g De'Ieuze, pltiloso'phie et cinéma,
Paris: Vrin, 2008) is a fnrthcr exanple of ver¡. interesting recent rvorh.13G. Deleuze, L'Al¡écétl.aire de Gilles Deleuze, (Parrs: llontparnasse, 2004).


