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A defence of Deleuze's philosophy of multiplicity. 

By Charles Mayell. 

Abstract. 

Gilles Deleuze's Difference and Repetition culminates in the following claim: 'A single and same 
voice for the whole thousand-voiced multiple, a single and same Ocean for all the drops, a sinale 
clamour of Being for all beings'. ' The claim combines a notion of the multiple and various, with 
a notion of the single and the same. Alain Badiou's provocative stance is that 'Deleuze's 
fundamental problem is most certainly not to liberate the multiple but to submit thinking to a 
renewed concept of the One. ý2 My thesis is that Deleuze is a philosopher of multiplicity. I offer 
a uniquely close and systematic reading of Difference and Repetition (D&R) through the lens of 
Deleuze's concept of multiplicity. I argue that Deleuze's own explicit avowal of the philosophy 
of the multiple can be equated to the privilege that he grants to 'difference': 'Difference is behind 
everything, but behind difference there is nothing' (57). The thesis charts the same path as D&R 
through an alternative history of the philosophy of difference but illuminates Deleuze's text by 
reference to philosophical resources outside the frame of Deleuzian discourse. For Deleuze, 
multiplicity is to be interpreted in the special sense derived from the philosophy of Henri 
Bergson. Bergson distinguishes between a 'discrete multiplicity', which is spatially orgamsed 
and conforms to our conventional view of 'the many', and a 'continuous multiplicity' which is 
analogous to the unbroken but ever-changing series of a temporal flow. The thesis offers more 
critical analysis than that of other recent commentators into how Deleuze's earlier work on 
Bergson informs the overall structure of the argument of D&R. The second component of the 
claim with which I began (i. e. that of the single and the same) is associated with Deleuze's 
explicit advocacy of the univocity of Being: the doctrine that everything that exists, exists in the 
same way. This doctrine is championed by Deleuze in a revivification of the philosophy of 
Spinoza. Todd May remarks that: 'in considering the puzzle of how a thinker of difference can at tn 

the same time be a thinker of the One and of the univocity of Being, we need to bear in mind that, 
in Deleuze's view, there is no contradiction between the two'. 3 The solution to this puzzle lies in 
Unravelling the status of the philosophy of Spinoza in Deleuze's own system. My solution is that 
Spinoza provides Deleuze with a kind of 'logic' of the multiple. I argue that Badiou's stance, in 
fact, becomes most pertinent in its attack on Deleuze's philosophy of 'the Two': the critical but 
Vulnerable distinction between the virtual and the actual. I offer original arguments to refute 
Badiou's claims that the distinction between the virtual and the actual is incoherent and that 

4 Deleuze is 'an involuntary Platonist' . In the clinching argument of D&R, Deleuze refers to 'the 
only realised Ontology' (303). 1 argue that the Bergsonian ontology and the Spinozan logic of the 
multiple are realised (i. e. shown to be actually instantiated) via Deleuze's radical reworking of 
Kant's first Critique. The ontology of Ideas which crowns the argument of D&R is multiple: 
'Ideas are multiplicities: every idea is a multiplicity or a variety ... Everything is a multiplicity in 
so far as it mcarnates an Idea ( 182). ' 

Gilles Deleu/c, Difference and Repention, trans. by Paul Patton (London: Athlone Press. 1994) p. 304. 
Further reference,, to D&R are given in parentheses in the main text of the thesis. 
2 

, \iain Badiou, Deleuzc: The Clamor of Being, trans. by Louise Burchill (Minneapolis: University of 
Nfirincsota Press, 2000). p. 1 1. Further footnote ret'crences in the thesis are given as CB. 
3 Todd Nlaý, 'Badiou and Delcuze on the One and the Many', in Think Again: . -Alain Badiou and the Future 
(ýf PhilosolAY, ed. b-N Peter Hallward (London: Continuum, 2006), pp. 67-76 (p. 68). 
4 CB, p. 6 1. 



6 

Introduction. 

In the final sentence of Dýfference and Repetition, Deleuze seems to attempt to sum-up the burden 

of his whole philosophy. In view of the extreme compression of meaning that such a summary 

would necessarily involve, he can be forgiven for lapsing into lyricism: 'A single and same voice r) 4: ý 
for the whole thousand-voiced multiple, a single and same Ocean for all the drops, a single 

clamour of Being for all beings' (304). The image is perhaps that of a song being sung. If it is a Z: ý t: 1 t: ) 

song, Badiou claims that is the song of 'the One'. To hear it as such, however, Badiou advises 

that we must pay attention 'to its enthusiastic vibration even more than to its explicit content*. 5 

Badiou means that Deleuze's heart is not in the lyrics but in the expression with which they are 

sung. More prosaically, I suggest that Badiou means that Deleuze did not understand his own 

philosophy. 

The 'single and same voice' speaks for the doctrine known as the univocity of Being. BadioU 

dedicates Deleuze's philosophy to this doctrine, hence: The Clamor of Being. If there is a case to 

be answered, it is the case of Spinoza. Deleuze elects Spinoza as the champion of univocity: 

'With Spinoza, univocal being ... becomes a truly expressive and affirmative proposition' (40). 

Deleuze dubs Spinoza, the thinker of the single substance, both 'the prince of philosophers' and 

'the Christ of Philosophers'. 6 Yet for all that, Deleuze openly declares: 'I conceive of philosophy 

as a logic of multiplicities. 97 1 defend Deleuze's philosophy as a philosophy of the multiple partly 

on the grounds of this 'logic', but not only because of it. On the face of it, logic is a long way 
from life as we actually live it. Yet we also find Deleuze, along with Guattani, recommending an 

ethics of the multiple: 'In truth, it is not enough to say, "Long live the multiple"... The multiple 

inust be inade'. 81 also, therefore, defend Deleuze's philosophy as a philosophy of the multiple 

on the grounds of its ethical purpose. But Deleuze's ambition ranges wider still: Difference and 
Repetinon culminates in an ontology of Ideas. Finally, therefore, I defend Deleuze's philosophy 

of multiplicity as a metaphysics: 'Ideas are multiplicities ... Everything is a multiplicity in so far as 

it iticarnates an Idea. ' (182). 

CB, p. 11. 
6 Giflcs Deleu/. c and Hfix Guattari, What Is Philosophv?, trans. by Graham Burchell and Hugh Tomlinson 
(London: Verso. 1994), p. 48 and p. 60. 
7 Pourparlers (Minuit. 1990), p. 201. as cited and translated by John Rajchman. The Deleu, -. e Connections, 
(Cambridoe. Massachusetts: MIT Press, 2000), p. 50. t, 8 G111cs DeICLI/c and Hlix Guattari-A Thousand Plateaus: Capitalism and Schizophrenia, trans. by Brian 
Nlassunil (London: ContinULIni. 20021), p. 6 
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Badiou seeks to problematize the relationship between Deleuze's dual allegiance, on the one 

hand, to the single voice of Being, and on the other hand, to the multiple. My thesis seeks to state Z77 
the problem clearly and to solve it. 

Multiplicity. 

Is it a problem of the One and the multiple? Louise Burchill, the translator of The Clamor of 

Being, makes the point that 'an English-language philosopher would more naturally express 

this ... opposition as that between "the One and the Many"... '9 She goes on to concede that, 

although she has universally translated multiple as the English word 'multiple', this includes 

instances where the English word '... "many" would, indeed, be the more appropriate term'. Paul 

Patton, the translator of Difference and Repetition, notes that 'the term "multiplicity" which is 

now well established in the translations of Deleuze's work, is derived from the French 

mathematical term [multiplicW] used to refer to those Reimannian objects which English 

mathematicians would call "manifolds". '10 1 shall need to elucidate this mathematical context a 

little more but my initial point is only that in Difference and Repetition, there is a clear distinction 

between 'many' and 'multiple': 'It is the notion of multiplicity which denounces simultaneously 

the One and the many' (203). 1 understand this to mean that Deleuze will not accept the existence 

of the One. In simultaneously denouncing 'the many', he means that he will not accept a 'many', 

if by that one understands a concept that can only make sense in reciprocal relation to a concept 

of 'the One'. I suggest that part of the burden of Deleuze's use of the term 'multiple' is, 

therefore, to distinguish it from the 'Many', in that the 'Many' is held to entail a prior unity (the 

One) that Deleuze rejects. We should note, in passing, that Badiou also rejects the One: 'My 

entire discourse originates in an axiomatic decision: that of the non-being of the one. "' 

The use of the term 'multiplicity' is a happy one at least insofar as it alerts us, from the start, to 

the fact that Deleuze is in venting a concept rather than mouthing a term from common parlance. 

John Rajchman advises that *Deleuze's idea of "multiplicity" is 
... not to be confused with 

12 
traditional notions of "the many" or "the manifold"' . Neither do we need to be phased by the 

supposcd kickground of Deleuze's terminology in abstruse mathematics. Instead, Rajchman 4-- rý 

9 Louise Burchill. 'Translaltor's Preface: Portraiture in Philosophy, or Shifting Perspectives'. in The 
Clamor ofBeing, pp. \, 11. -x. \Ill (PAVIII). 
10 Paul Patton, 'Translator's Preface'. in Difference and Repetition, pp. xi-xiii (p. xii). 
11 Alain Badiou, Being mul Event, trans. by Oliver Feltham (London: Continuum, 2005). p. 31. 
12 John Rajchnian. The Deleuze Connections, (Cambridge. Massachusetts: MIT Press, 2000), p. 54 



makes a helpful connection between Deleuze's idea of 'multiplicity' and a notion found in 

Wittgenstein, about the nature of the future: 

Wittgenstein declares of temporal continuity, that when we think of the world's future, 
we always mean that destination it will reach if it keeps going in the direction we can see 
it going now; it does not occur to us that its path is not a straight line, but a curve. 
constantly changing direction. 13 

One might object, if this is what Deleuze means by 'multiplicity', the choice of term is pei-verse. 

Indeed, Constantin Boundas comments that 'Neither "multiplicity" nor "the multiple" convey 

precisely the sense that [Deleuzel wishes to convey. One needs ... a gerund like "the 
14 

multiplying"... to Capture the sense' . Williams confirms this understanding: A multiplicity is 

not an identifiable unity, nor is it a number of such unities ... [it is] Instead... a variety, that is, 

something that captures a variation rather than a fixed number or structure'. ' 5 On this account, 

we must construe Deleuze's philosophy of the multiple as privileging notions of dynamism and 

movement. That being the case, we can see how such a multiplying series might frustrate the 

notion of a boundary or penmeter that would make it into a unity. For this series there is no 

question of 'standing back far enough' in order to see its edge: there is no edge. t: 1 t: 1 

Badiou does not suffer from the potential confusion to which Rajchman alludes. Badiou knows 

that Deleuze's avowal of the philosophy of the multiple is based on an unconventional notion of 

multiplicity. Badiou recognizes that it is a notion of the 'multiple' that both joined and separated 

him from Deleuze. Reflecting on what he calls, perhaps grandiosely, a 'change of epoch' in 

philosophy that followed a 'long theoretical discussion with Jean-Francois Lyotard', Badiou 

writes: 

The publication of L'Etre et 1Yvinement 
... sealed - for me - the definitive entry into 

this new period, I gradually became aware that, in developing an ontology of the 
multiple, it was vis-ii-vis Deleuze and no one else that I was positioning my endeavour. Z: I For there are two paradigms that govern the manner in which the multiple is thought, as 
Deleuze's texts indicate from very early on: the "vital" (or "animal") paradigm of open 
multiplicities (in the Bergson filiation) and the mathernatized paradigm of sets ... 

That 
beino the case, it is not too inexact to maintain that Deleuze is the conternporary thinker 

I- 

13 Ra chman, p. 58, citing Ludwig Wim-mistc1n, Culture arid I'alue ed. by G. H. von Wright, trans. by Peter J 
Winch (ChIca, -, o. 1980). 
14 , Constantin V. Boundas, 'Deleuze-13ci-pon: an Ontology of the Virtual'. in Deleice:. A Critical Reader. 
ed. hN Paul Patton (Oxford: Blackwell, 1ý96). pp. 81-106 (p. 83). 
15 James NV'Illlaws, Gilles Delewze's Difference arid Repetition: a critical introduction arid guide, 
kl-'dInburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2003). p. 145. Hencel'Orth, GD's D&R. 
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of the first paradigm, and that I stfive to harbour the second ... the 
6 
notion of "multiplicit\ 

I was to be at the center of our epistolary controversy of 199A -94. 
' 

Badiou's self-proclaimed status as a philosopher of the multiple derives from 'the mathematical 

6 17 
theory of the pure multiple - termed "set theory" . According to the above account, whatever t) 

status Deleuze might deserve as a philosopher of the multiple does not denve from a 

mathematical model at all, but is instead, 'vital' or 'animal'. I justify setting aside mathematical 

models for the purposes of the thesis on the same grounds as Daniel Smith, who writes: 

On the opening page of [The Clamor of Being] Badiou notes that "Deleuze's preferences 
were for differential calculus and Riemannian manifolds... [whereas] I preferred algebra 
and sets" - leading the reader to expect, in what follows, a comparison of Deleuze's and 
Badiou's notions of multiplicity based ... on these differing mathematical sources. 
Yet ... one quickly discovers that Badiou in fact adopted a quite different strategy in 
approaching Deleuze. Despite the announced intention, the book does not contain ýt 
single discussion of Deleuze's theory of multiplicities; it avoids the topic entirely. 
Instead, Badiou immediately displaces his focus to the claim that Deleuze is not a 
philosopher of the multiplicity at all, but rather a philosopher of the "One". ' 8 

In other words, Badiou's objection operates from within the Deleuzian discourse, not outside it. 

Badiou rejects Deleuze's claim to be a philosopher of the multiple because Deleuze is committed 

to the doctrine of the univocity of Being. Badiou not only argues that these positions are 

incompatible but that they must be resolved in favour of the One. 

The One. 

What, exactly, is Badiou accusing Deleuze of, in claiming that Deleuze is a philosopher of 'the 

One'? What would a philosopher of the One look like? The Platonic idea of 'the One' is 

famously associated with the dialogue, Parmenides. This dialogue is aporetic and therefore 

prescnts profound problems of interpretation all of its own, which are not only beyond the scope 

of this thesis but which also can have formed no part of Badiou's claims. I work from the 

assumption that Badiou was not endeavouring to say something deep or ofiginal about the status 

of Parnienides in Plato',, oeuvre. Badiou rather invokes Plato and 'the One' in order to mark out 

some philosophical commonplace or well-beaten track that the philosophical community can 

16 CB, pp. 3-4. 
" Being awl Event, p. 38. 
18 Daniel NN' Smith, 'Mathematics and the Thcorý of Multiplicities: Badiou and Deleuze Rc\ isited', The 
Soutlicrn Journal of Phdosoph. v, XLI (2003), 411-449 (411-412 
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easily recognize and follow. R. E. Allen advises that 'in the Pannenides ... Zeno ... presents an 

independent thesis [i. e. independent of the hiýtorical Parmenides], the denial of plurality'. '9 Safe 

to say, then, that it is this denial of plurality that leads Badiou to associate his controversial 

reading of Deleuze's position with 'the One'. But to say that to affirm the One is to deny 

plurality is still too vague to allow for analysis. I must give more content to this alleged denial. a 

denial that flies in the face of Deleuze's own repeated assertions to the contrary. 

Allen argues that, historically (i. e. as opposed to in Plato's dialogue) Parmenides' primary thesis 

is the denial of 'generation and destruction I: 

It follows that Zeno, [in the dialogue] if he was saying very much the same thing as tD t7l 

Parmenides, was not saying exactly the same thing. He was primarily attacking, not 
generation and destruction, but pluralism; he was not defending Parmenides' main thesis, 
but developing a dependent theme in Parmenides' thought ... Yet the result confirms the 
Parmenidean conclusion: to deny plurality is to deny the existence of the sensible world, 
and thus to support the most striking and paradoxical feature of Parmenides' thought. 20 

hi other words, if there can, from first principles, be no generation or destruction, then the 

changes that we see in the actual world are an illusion. It is this latter claim that is the precise 

burden of Badiou's claim that Deleuze is a philosopher of the One: on this view, for Deleuze, and 

despite his protestations to the contrary, multiplicity is not real, it is a mere appearance. 

According to Badiou, the spirit of Deleuzianism is 'A Renewed Concept of the One 21 
. Badiou's 

thesis hangs on discerning three general principles that must 'govern the examination of 

Deleuze's philosophy and that ... are faithful to its spirit': 

1. This philosophy is organized around a metaphysics of the One. 

Eschewing what Badiou sees as superficial readings of 'Deleuze as liberating the anarchic 

multiple of desires and errant drifts' and 'contrary even to the apparent indications of his work 

that play on the opposition mu Itiple/mu Itiplici ties ... 
it is the occurrence of the One 

... that forms 

19 R. F. Allen, trans. and analysis. Plato's Parmenides. (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1983). p. 72. 
20 

"\, jen, Plato's Parmenide. ý, pp. 7 1-722. 
21 CB. p. 10. Subsequentret',. p. 17. 



the supreme destination of thought and to which thought is consecrated'. 22 1 have suoce,, ted that 

Badiou's thesis can be reduced to the more brutal claim that, for Deleuze, the multiple is not real. 

Thi,, is evident at least in the tenor of Badiou's remark that: 

In what way should the All [the One] be determined, in order that the existence of each 
portion of this All - far from being positioned as independent or as surging forth 

I 
unpredictably - be nothing other than an expressive profile of "the powerful, nonorganic 
Life that embraces the world? " 

I associate Badiou's phrase 'nothing other than an expressive profile' with my reading 'not real'. 

Burchill reaches the same view: 

The truth of the matter, according, to Badiou, is that Deleuze's fundamental concern 
... is ... the formulation of a "renewed concept of the One", in terms of which the multiple 
is conceived as the immanent production of this One. This, in fact, means that the 
multiple has a purely formal or modal, and not real, status (for the multiple attests the 
power of the One, in which consists its ontological status) and is thus, ultimately, of the 

23 order of simulacra' . 

My defence of Deleuze's philosophy of multiplicity must, therefore, show that whatever Deleuze 

means by the multiple, it is real. 

The second and third of the three principles that govern Badiou's analysis of Deleuze as a 

philosopher of the One are: 

2. It proposes as ethics of thought that requires dispossession and asceticism. 

3. It is systematic and abstract. 24 

I justify treating these together because they are different perspectives on broadly the same point. 

The first of them alludes to objections that have often dogged the poststructuralist tradition 

concerning the nature of personhood and the status of consciousness. One might suppose that 4! ) 

such concerns, while pertinent in themselves, are distinct from the controversy of the One but not 

so, as Badiou makes clear: 

22 CB. p. 11. And subsequent ref.. citim,. Delcuze. Cinema 2, p. 81 -, translatlon modifiled. 
23 Translator's Preface, p. xi\*. 
24 CB, p. 17. Subsequent rct'.. pp. I 1- 12. 
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All those who believe that Deleuze's remarks may be seen to encourage autonomy or the 
anarchizing idea of the sovereign individual ... do not take literally enough the stri III tn nctly 
machinic " conception that Deleuze has... of wi II or choice. For this conception strict] 

precludes any idea of ourselves as beina, at any time, the source of what think or do. 
Everything always stems from afar ... in the infinite and inhuman resource of the One. 

In other words, the status of the individual person is apparently degraded. This is similar to the 

third principle because Badiou's point is that just as the status of the active human individual is 

degraded, so is the status of the actual diversity of things in the world. On this view, one starts to 

misread Deleuze: 

As soon as one imagines that the constraint exercised by concrete cases makes of 
Deleuze's thought a huge description of collection of the diversity characterizing the C) 

contemporary world ... The rights of the heterogeneous are ... limited ... It 
is therefore 

necessary to consider that Deleuze's philosophy is concrete only insofar as the concept is 
concrete ... When all is said and done, the multiple of nppling cases that are invoked in t7l 
Deleuze's prose has only an adventitious value. What counts is the impersonal power of 
the concepts themselves. 25 

I will need to make clear what counts as an individual, for Deleuze, and the status of the concepts 

and of actual things. 

Badiou recognises Deleuze's allegiance to the doctrine of the univocity of Being. Indeed, it 

would be difficult to miss it. I have aligned Deleuze's avowal of univocal Being with the 1.1) 

apparent privilege that Deleuze accords to the philosophy of Spinoza. Badiou, however, conflates 

the doctrine of the univocity of Being with the Platonic notion of 'the One'. This conflation is 

sometimes quite explicit. For example, Badiou asserts: 'Deleuze retains from Plato the univocal 

sovereignty of the One'. 26 This is immediately somewhat troubling because the doctrine of the 

univocity of Being has a philosophical lineage peculiar to itself. Smith states that the 

propositions, 'Being is univocal' and 'Being is One' are: 'Strictly incompatible ... and Badiou's 

conflation of the two ... betrays a fundamental misunderstanding of the theory of univocity'. 27 1 

sm-est that they are incompatible because the Platonic 'One' entails transcendence, whereas 

uni\, ocity, particularly (as I shall later show) when it migrates from Duns Scotus to Spinoza, is a 

doctrine of immanence. I am largely going to defend the role of univocity in Deleuze's thought Cý t> 4n, 

with refercrice to Spinoza. Will 1, then, have lost touch with Badiou's objection" I argue not. 

25 CB, pp. 15- 16. 
26 CB, p. 46. 
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When Badiou was prompted, by the adverse reactions to The Clamor Being, to respond, lie Z-- 
identifies the problem of 'the One' with Spinoza, rather than with Plato. Badiou refers to those 

who challenge him as those who 'regard as ironic the question "Could Deleuze's aim have been 

that of intuiting the One? " ' But tellingly, Badjou adds: 'what else exactly could a self-proclaimed 

disciple of Spinoza be concerned with?, 28 

Primary sources. 

Of the assumption behind his own thesis, Christian Kerslake writes: 'I take Difference and 

Repetition as Deleuze's major philosophical statement, and I treat all his earlier works in the 

history of philosophy as steps toward that statement'. 29 My thesis is based on the same 

assumption and is, therefore, anchored in that seminal text. What is more, my thesis is structured 

in accordance with Deleuze's pattern of argument in that text. If I am right to claim that Deleuze 

is a philosopher of the multiple, one might expect to find the philosophical resources to support 

my claim in Dffýrence and Repetition. Having said that, Deleuze is not prepared to go over old 

ground. I shall often have to inform the reading of Difference and Repetition by reference to 

earlier or roughly contemporaneous material which, I argue, is injected into Difference and 
Repetition in a condensed form. I also defend the use of material later than Difference and 
Repetition, such as A Thousand Plateaus, in order better to understand the earlier text. 

A first question. 

I have already stated the claim with which Difference and Repetition ends; to follow Deleuze's 

pattern of argument, I now need to onentate the thesis relative to where it begins. This involves tý' 
more than opening the first page. Ian Buchanan writes: 'as a first question, readers of Deleuze 

must determine how exactly they will read his work'. 30 As if in reply, May wfites: 

When it seems in his texts that Deleuze is making a claim about the way things are, most 
often he is not - and he does not take himself to be - telling us about the way things 
are. Instead he is offering us a way of looking at things. Thus, in order to assess the 

27 Danicl W. Smith, 'Badiou and Deleuze on the Ontology of Mathematics', in Think Again: Alain Badiou 
an(I the Futtv-c of Philosophy, ed. by Peter Hallward (London: Continuum, 2006), pp. 77-93 (p. 88). 
28 Alain Badiou, 'One, Multiple, Multiplicities'. in Badiou: Theoi-etical Writings (London: Continuum, 
'007), pp. 68-82 (p. 80). 
29 Christian Kerslake, 'Deleule, Kant, and the Question of Metacritique'. The Southern Journal of 
Philosoj)h 

, v. 62 (20(A). 48 1- 508 (p. 484). 
30 lan Buchanan, Deletizism: A Metacornmentan, (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2000). p. 40. 
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Deleuzian claims of difference, it is necessary to understand what it Is to be a Deletizian 

claim, that is, it is necessary to understand what Deleuze is doing ýk hen he does 

philosophy. 31 

May distinguishes between a 'normative' reading of Deleuze as opposed to a 'constitutive' 

reading. According to May, Deleuze's idea of difference, if 'taken constitutively'. would make 

claims 'about what difference really is and how it really constitutes some dornain', whereas, 

taken 'normatively', it would be 'telling us how we ought to think about a certain domain 

regardless of how it is actually constituted'. May makes plain that: 'Regarding Deleuze, I read 

him normatively'. The non-native reading of Difference and Repetition sees it as a book of ethics. 

Indeed this conforms with the topic of the opening', chapter of May's later book on Deleuze, 'How 

Might One Live? 32 On this view, Deleuze does not purport to say anything about how things, in 

the world, actually are. 

There is nothing in Difference and Repetition itself that would lead one to adopt the approach that 

May recommends. I find support for this assertion from May himself insofar as his argument for 

adopting this approach does not rely on Difference and Repetition but on the later, What is 

Philosophy? May's point is that in the later work Deleuze places an apparently tierht stricture of 

what philosophy can do: 'It is the discipline that consists in creating concepts'. 33 May draws 

mostly from this, what philosophy is not: 'Philosophy is not the attempt, as Quine would have it, 

to "llmn the world" '. 34 This seems to entail, for May, a fatal conflict with the notion that 

philosophy can do metaphysics; at least, if by that one meant the 'discovery' of the ultimate 

nature of reality. For May, Deleuze's concerns are ontological but it is never a matter of 

discovery, it is 'creative'. 35 1 fail to understand how ontology can be entirely creative. Arnaud 

Vi I lani, in his sharp response to The Clamor of Being, wntes by way of personal testimony: 

The question of Deleuze's metaphysics is, without doubt, the most complex question in a 
complex oeuvre. That metaphysics did indeed occupy a central place in this oeuvre is 
borne out in his own words: I feel myself to be a pure metaphysiclan, " he liked to say. 36 

31 Todd May. Reconsidering Difference: NancY, Derrida, Levinas and Deleuze (Pennsylvania: 
Pennsyl van ia State Univers I ty Press, 1997). p. 167. Subsequent refs.: p. 14. 
32 Todd Mav, Gilles Delcitze. - Aii Introduction (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2005), pp. ] -25. 33 Recon, \ i. dering Difference, p. 168, citing Deleuze and Guattari, What is Philosophy", p. 5. 
34 ibid. 
35 G Wes Deleitze: An Introduction . pp. 1 18. 
36 Arnaud Villani, 'La Metaphysique de Delcuze'. Futw-AiWrieur, trans. by Clare Robertson and Charles 
Mavell, 43 (1998) 55-70 ý55). 
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In my view, in Difference and Repetition, Deleuze does metaphysics in order to find something 

out about the world, as well as in order to change how we think about the world. 

In , upport of my more 'constitutive' reading of Deleuze, I invoke Buchanan's different 

interpretation of just what 'What is Philosophy? ' allows. As we have seen, Deleuze and Guattan 

define philosophy as the creation of concepts. Buchanan immediately releases some of the 

apparently paralysing effect of this with the observation that: 'Concepts are not what philosophers 

think about, but what they think with ... they [concepts] do not reduce philosophy to a weak 

subjectivism'. 37 Buchanan finds two answers to the central question of What is Philosophy 2: 'On 

the one had it is the invention of concepts ... but on the other hand, it is an aspect of the thought- 

brain'. In my view, Buchanan's 'second answer' relates to Deleuze's attempt to radicalise our 

'image of thought'. In other words, the question becomes not so much, what is philosophy? But 

what is thinking? If Deleuze can show that thought is 'in the world' in the first place, rather than 

I in our heads', then the thought-brain is constitutive, not merely normative. 

Difference and empiricism. 

Deleuze's central organising idea in his oeuvre in general, and in Difference and Repetition in 

particular, is 'difference'; it is at the heart of all that follows in this thesis and, therefore, I justify 

paying early attention to it. One might have expected that Difference and Repetition would begin 

with a definition of 'difference', it does not. Or not at least in terms of any attempt of the sort 

that one sees in analytical philosophy to define a 'concept' that is new to us, in terms of other 

concepts that we already know. Part of the reason for this is that, for Deleuze, difference is not a 

concept. At first blush, this might seem an unlikely reading, given that it is Deleuze, along with C, 
GUattari, who famously declares: 'The philosopher is the concept's friend ... philosophy is the 
discipline that involves creating concepts 38 As we will see, Deleuze is also suspicious of 

concepts. 

If 'difference' is not a concept, what is it? In the introductory chapter of Difference and 

R(pattlon, Deleuze does convey, albeit obliquely, something of what he means by difference. 

The cities that Deleuze gi%, es as to the nature of 'difference' are conveyed via a critique of any 

philosophy that purports to Linderstand the world in terms of concepts. Deleuze writes, that: 

37 
Dclciizism: A Aletacommentary, pp. 48-49. Subsequent ref., p. 4 1. 

38 What Is Philosoph. v?, P. 5. 
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A concept may be in pnnciple the concept of a particular thing, thus having an infinite 
comprehension. Infinite comprehension is the correlate of an extension = I' (II 

This is obscure. Williams advises that: 

Deleuze's argument on concepts is designed to show that a concept cannot correspond to 
an actual object ... 

in order for a concept to represent an object, it must correspond to that 
object alone (its extension must be equal to one)-for this to be the case, its 
comprehension must be infinite, that is, the concept must have an infinite number of 
predicates ... that correspond to the properties of the object ... Deleuze simply seems to 
assume that objects have an infinite set of properties. 39 

Deleuze's point is that in principle a perfect concept would be tailored to fit just one thing. If that 

was how concepts were 'in practice', a conceptual understanding would equip us with a precise 

understanding of the whole of reality. But that is not how concepts work. Concepts are general, zn 

not particular. One might characterise the central message of the introduction to Difference and 

Repetition as an attack on 'generality' and the attempt to replace it with 'difference'. It is evident 

that a critique of the supposed limitations of concepts is important to Deleuze's project from the 

sheer amount of space that Deleuze devotes to what he calls 'conceptual blockage' (I 1- 19) in his 

otherwise slender introductory chapter. I shall only follow enough of it to support, from the 

primary source, my contention that 'difference' is not a concept. 

In the context of a discussion of what Deleuze calls 'conceptual blockage', he makes a highly 

condensed and idiosyncratic allusion (without any explicit scholarly reference) to what is, in fact, 

a famous argument from Kant's Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysics: 'However far you go 

in the concept, Kant says... [you can] make several objects correspond to it, or at least two: one 

for the left and one for the right' (14). This is in need of further elaboration, which Williams 

provides: 

1-iven concept of nature there are further non-conceptual spatio-temporal For any oi 
properlies that allow it to correspond to a plurality of objects that are identical from the 
point of view of the concept. In the Prolegomena, Kant explains this point in terms of 
inner differences" between things that can only be revealed through "outer" spatial 1_ý zn 

relations.... We cannot put the left-hand glove on the right had, yet the gloves are tile tl tý, C) 
same in terms of their concepts in the sense that all their internal properties are the same 
or they are isomorphous ... 

Right-handedness and left-handedness are outer relations. 40 
L_ 

39 GD's D&R. p. 39. 
40 GD's D&. R. p. 42'. 
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The point seems to me that right-handedness and left- handedness. although conceptually distinct, 

still do not seem distinct enough to explain why we cannot put our right-hand in a left-hand 

glove. We cannot quite think it, we can only experience it. Hence, Kant writes: 

Here are no inner differences that any understanding could think; and yet the differences 
are inner as far as the senses tell us, for the left hand cannot be enclosed In the same 
boundaries as the right ... notwithstanding all their mutual equality and simflan ty. 41 

Hence, we find Deleuze, in the same context as the above allusion to Kant, talking of 'a power 

peculiar to the existent, a stubbornness of the existent in intuition, which resists every 

specification by concepts no matter how far this is taken' ( 13-14). 

With this background in mind, one can now see how Cliff Stagoll, gamely attempting to define 

difference on Deleuze's behalf, can with justice write: 

Deleuze argues that we ought not to presume a pre-existing unity, but instead take 
seriously the nature of the world as it is perceived. For him, every aspect of reality 
evidences difference ... he means the particularity or "singularity" of each individual 

42 
thing, moment, perception or conception . 

The 'pre-existing unity' of which Stagoll writes, is the unity of the 'concepts' that we accept as 

given', rather than those concepts that philosophers 'create'. On this view, then, we are to 

escape the impoverishment of what Nietzsche calls: 'the Platonic way of thinking ... who knew 

how to find a higher triumph ... by means of pale, cold, gray (sic) concept nets which they threw 

over the motley whirl of the senses. , 43 We shall also later see how this interpretation of the 

nature of 'difference' resonates with Deleuze's reading of Bergson. Deleuze approves of what he t: ý 
takes to be Bergson's complaint that 'in [the] ... dialectical method, one begins with concepts 

that, like ba(ycy clothes, are much too big'. "4 Hence, what this seems to imply is that if t: >0 
philosophy were to be able to discover the 'thing in itself, it would have to seek concepts that are 

tailored to the uniqueness of each moment and thing. This, however, is not attainable. Deleuze's 

41 Kant, Prolegoniena to an 
' 
N, Future Metaphysics (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1953), p. 42, 

as cited by Williams, GD I sD&R, p. 42. 
42 Clift'Stagoll, 'Difference'. in The Deleuze Dictionarý,, ed. by Adrian Parr (Edinburgh: Edinburgh 
University Press. 2005) pp. 72-73 (pp-72-73'). 
43 Friedrich Niet/sche, Beyond Good and Evil, trans. by Walter Kaufmann (New York: Vintage Books, 
1966), s. 14, p. 22. 
44 Gilles Deleu/. c. Beqsonism. trans. by Hugh Tomlinson and Barbara Hahherjam (New York: Zone 
Books, 1991), 1). 44. citing Henri Bergson, Creath't, Mind. pp. 206-7. 
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idea of difference involves a partial acceptance of that fact but one which, nevertheless. refuses to 

give up on the project of discovering the thing in itself I said, above, that for Deleuze, difference 

is not a concept. May agrees: 'The term "difference" is not another concept designed to capture 

the nature of being or the essence of what there is. It is a term [Deleuze] uses to refer to that 

which eludes such capture ... 
The term "difference" palpates what it cannot conceive: it ý-, Cstures at 

what it cannot grasp'. 45 

While Stagoll's stab at a definition has merit, and takes forward my immediate purposes here, it 

could also, without further elaboration, lead us in entirely the wrong direction. If Deleuze's oký, n 

'Copernican revolution' amounts to privileging the uniqueness of each moment and thing, then 

why is it not just a tired phenomenalism? The reason that it is not phenomenalism is because 

Deleuze is not going to be satisfied with mere phenomena. Deleuze sometimes calls his method 

'transcendental empin CiSM,. 46 In so doing, he must be associating his approach with Kant: the 

inventor of the transcendental argument. Indeed, in chapter 8 of the thesis I show how Deleuze's 

notion of the multiple is inspired by Kant's theory of ideas. But for my immediate purposes, I 

wish only to note that, like Kant, Deleuze contrasts phenomena with noumena. I suggest that 

Deleuze's version of the nournenal, is what he calls the 'virtual': the notion around which much 

of the controversy with Badiou will turn. Unlike Kant, however, Deleuze is not content to stop at 

the border of the noumenal: Deleuze aims to allow philosophy access to it. 

What are we to make of the empiricism in transcendental empiricism? If Deleuze has associated 

himself with Kantianism he has, at the same time, disassociated himself, from Kant's 

transcendental idealism. At the very end of his philosophical career (indeed neanng the end of 

his life) Deleuze writes: 'There is something wild and powerful in this transcendental empiricism 

that is of course not the element of sensation (simple empiricism). ý47 But even in the compass of 

this quotation, Deleuze seems both to embrace empiricism and to be apparently antagonistic 

towards it: note the dismissive, 'of course not-simple empiricism'. The antagonism is, however, 

directed at what Deleuze regards as the perversion of empiricism in the wake of Kant. To grasp 

this wc need to -o right back to the start of Deleuze's career: V 

45 Gilles Delcuze:, -In Introduction. P-82 * 46 GilIcs I)clctjlc, 'Immaticnce: A Lit , c'. in Pure Immanence: Essays on A Life, trans. by Anne Boyman 
(Nc%N- York: Zone Books, 2001), pp. -25-33 (p. 25). 
47 . Inimanencc: A I-Ife', p. 25. 
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The classical definition of empiricism proposed by the Kantian tradition is this: 
empiricism is the theory according to which knowledge not only begins with experience 
but is derived from it. But why would the empiricist say that? and as a result of which 
question? This definition, to be sure, has at least the advantage of avoiding a piece of 
nonsense: were empiricism to be presented simply as a theory according to which 
knowledge only begins with experience, there would not have been any ... philosophers 
Plato and Leibniz included - who would not be empiricists. 48 

In other words, a better definition of empiricism would focus on why, and then by implication 

'how', knowledge is derived from experience. So, why? For Deleuze, 'knowledge is not the 

most important thing for empiricism, but only the means to some practical activity' . 
49 But it is in 

the 'howT that Deleuze's reading of Hume takes on its most distinctive hue: 'experience for the 

empiricist, and for Hume in particular, does not have this univocal and constitutive aspect we 

give it I. 50 Buchanan explains where Deleuze is heading: 'The classical definition, by defining 

empiricism in experiential terms, ignores completely the role of relations' . 
51 For Deleuze, the 

central and defining message of Hume's famous argument conceming the nature of causation is 

that we do not experience relations. This is the burden of Deleuze's motto: 'Relations are 

external to their terms ... This means that ideas do not account for the nature of the operations that 

we perform on them, and especially of the relations that we establish among them'. 52 As 

Buchanan puts it, Deleuze's most general claim is that 'our experience of the world is meaningful 

only insofar as we institute relations between perceptions and it is these relations that makes 

experience cohere sufficiently to be called understanding. These relations are not founded in 

experience, but rather in human nature'. 53 Yet in order not entirely to mistake Deleuze's 

sympathy with Hume, it IS important to note that, on Deleuze's reading, 'Hume never showed any 

interest in ... purely psychological problems ... Empiricism is not geneticism: as much as any other 

philosophy, it is opposed to psychologism'. 54 In the Preface to the English-Language edition of 

Empiricism and Subjectivity, Deleuze describes, more clearly, the basis of his sympathy with 

Hume, who 'gave the association of ideas its real meaning, making it a practice of cultural and 

conventional formations 
... rather than a theory of the human mind ... We are habits, nothing but 

habits-the habit of saying "I". 

48 Gil Ics Deleuzc, Empiricism and Subjectivit 
, 
v: An Essa 

,v 
on Hume's Theory of Human Nature, trans. by 

Constantin V. Bounclas, (New York: Columbia University Press, 199 1), p. 107. 
49 

ibid. 
50 EmIfiricisin anel Subjectivity, pp. 107-8. 
51 Dclcuzism. -A Metacommentary, p. 84. 
52 EmIfiricisin and Subjectivit. v. p. 10 1- 
53 Deleuzism: A Metacommentar. y, p. 84. 
54 EmIfiricisin and Subjectivity. pp. 108. Subsequent rcf, pp. lx-x. 
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Summary. 

Chapter I of the thesis maps on to the Preface and Introductory chapter of Difference and 

Repetition. In the introduction to the thesis I set the scene with regard to 'difference'. but what of 

6repetition'? I argue that repetition is a 'sign' of difference. Deleuze explicitly pairs Kierkegaard 

and Nietzsche: 'There is a force common to Kierkegaard and Nietzsche' (5). The force is 

repetition. For Deleuze, the more critical engagement is with Nietzsche's doctrine of the eternal 

return (see chapter 6) but I show how Deleuze's difficult category of repetition can be better 

understood in comparison with Kierkegaard's. 

In overview, chapters 2-4 of the thesis are each a meditation on elements of Chapter One of 

Dýftýýrence and Repetition, 'Difference in Itself. Deleuze uses the idea of 'difference' in a way 

that frustrates any commonsensical understanding of that term. May takes the commonsensical 

view that one cannot have difference without unity: 'To put the matter baldly a thought of pure 

difference is not a thought at all. 55 In the first substantive chapter of Difference and Repetition, 

Deleuze requires that we follow a programme of philosophical therapy designed to cure us ot' 

commonsense. Deleuze's 'alternative' history of the 'wrong' sort of difference plots an 

apparently erratic course: starting with Aristotle, it arrives at Plato, having gone via Hegel. My In C) 4: ) 
thesis charts the same course. On the face of it, the nature of difference, whilst central to 

Deletize's project, is not the same as the nature of multiplicity. But for Deleuze, as Boundas puts 

it: 'Multiplicity = movement = becoming = difference ... these are not four distinct concerns but 
56 

one and the same problem ... viewed from four different angles' . Difference is shown to be a 

relation that connects rather than separates and is, in that sense, multiple. 

Chapter 2 follows Deleuze's critique of Aristotle's concept of difference. If the history of 

difference engages with a notion of multiplicity, here it becomes entangled with the problem of 

the U111VOCity of Being; it is a 'problem' insofar as it is the engine of Badiou's general objection. 

Aristotle denies the univocity of Being (hence, Being is 'equivocal'), while Deleuze avows 

univocity. I argue that Deleuze's attempt to refute Aristotle is a failure but that this is not fatal to 

his project. 

55 Todd Nlaýý, 'DitTerence and Unity in Gilles Deleuze', in Gilles Deleuzzc and the Theatcr of Plulosoph. N, 
c(l. b\ Constantin V. Bounclas and Dorothea Olkowsi (New York: Routledge, 1994), p. 46. 
56 , Delcu/c-Bergson: an Ontology ofthe Virtual*. p. 82. 
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Chapter 3 explains the rationale behind Deleuze's characterisation of Hegel as the enemy of 

'positive' difference. The Hegelian dialectic is a logic of 'not': it is powered by contradiction. 

However, I argue that Deleuze's anti -Hegelianism obscures the Hegelian flavour of Deletize's 

ontology. The pre-conceptual realm that Deleuze calls 'sense' is shown to be Hegelian in 
inspiration; here, thought and Being lie in the perfect registration that, in Deleuze's later reading 

of Spinoza (see chapter 7), will become a condition for the system of 'pure immanence' and 

'expression'. 

Chapter 4 explains why Deleuze blames Plato for providing Western philosophy with an 

understanding of 'difference' expressed in terms of a lack of 'resemblance'. I refute that element 

of Badiou's objection which relies on a misreading of Deleuze's concept of simulacra. Deleuze 

writes: 'The task of modern philosophy has been defined: to overturn Platonism' (59). However, 

here I also show how, for Deleuze, Plato provides an anticipation of what tile 'right' kind of 

difference might look like. 

In overview, chapter 5 of the thesis acts as a propaedeutic for chapter 6, which is a meditation on 

elements of Chapter Two of Difference and Repetition, 'Repetition for Itself. Having followed tl 
Deleuze's history of an ersatz concept of difference, the thesis now begins to track Deleuze's C) 

account of the 'riaht' kind of difference. May 'christens', Bergson, Spinoza and Nietzsche, 

Deleuze's 'Holy Trinity 5 57; Michael Hardt structures his account around these same three 

c, u re s. 58 Although I find cause to agree, my own thesis will only finally be made out by r.: I tl tl 
reference to Dcleuze's reading of Kant 

I arpe that Deleuze's ontology of the multiple is inspired by Bergson's. In chapter 5 of the t-ý t: l 
thesis I give a close reading of Deleuze's early essay (1956) 'Bergson's Conception of I tn I 

Difference' and of Bergsonisin (1966). The justification for this departure from the main text is 

that Bergson's theory of Time as 'duration' (dur&) lies behind much of the argument of Chapter 

Two of Dý#Crence and Repetition. Although inspired by Bergson's, I argue that Deleuze's 

ontoloov is not 'demonstrated' (using that term loosely) solely from within the Berasonian 

discourse. At this stage, therefore, we have a 'promise', a 'hope' of an ontology. Hence, in the r-1 I--, ' 

57 Gilles Deleuzt,. - An Introduction, heading of'chapter 2. p. 26. 
58 Nlichacl Hardt. Gi//t,. v Deleii, -. t,. -. -Iii. -11)1)t-eizticesliip in Philosopliv (London: Unkersity Collc, -, c London 
Press, lQQ3, 



early essay, Deleuze writes of his 'hope that difference itself is something, that it has a nature'. r" 

On returning to the study of Bergson ten years later, Deleuze connects the philosophy of 

difference with the philosophy of multiplicity: *Too little importance has been attached to the use 

of this word '4mult i PI i cl tyii., 60 I argue that, in Bergson, Deleuze finds the distinction that comes 

to define his own concept of multiplicity. On the one hand, there is the 'discontinuous' or 

'discrete multiplicity', it is 'represented by space ... 
It is a multiplicity of exterionty ... of 

juxtaposition 
... of quantitative differentiation, of difference in degree; it is a numerical 

multiplicity'. On the other hand, there is the 'continuous' or 'virtual multiplicity', which 'appears 

in pure duration: It Is an internal multiplicity of succession, of fusion 
... of qualitative 

discrimination, or of difference in kind 
... that cannot be reduced to numbers'. It is the continuous 

multiplicity that I defend. 

Chapter 6 of my thesis maps onto the argument of Chapter Two of Difference and Repetition. 

Smith writes that 'Difference and Repetition can be read as Deleuze's Critique qf Pure Reason'. 61 

1 argue that Chapter Two of Difference and Repeti . ti . on indeed mimics the Transcendental 

Aesthetic of the first Critique, insofar as Deleuze provides his own account of the nature of Time. 

Deleuze's argument is structured around what he calls three syntheses of Time: 'present, past and 

future are revealed as Repetition, but in very different modes' (94). The first synthesis (habit) 

and the second (memory) are shown to be thoroughly Bergsoman. The third synthesis, 

Nietzsche's doctrine of the 'eternal return', is transformed in Deleuze's reading, into a theory of 

'the I'Llitire' missing from the Bergsonian account. In the conclusion of the thesis I show how 

Deleuze comes to meld his readings of Nietzsche and Spinoza. 
C) 

Chapter 7 of the thesis is a creative response to Chapter Three of Difference and Repetition, 'The 

Image of Thought'. I defend taking the liberty of using Chapter Three as a vehicle for 
r. 7- :DI: ) 

interpreting Deleuze's reading of Spinoza, even though Spinoza is barely even mentioned in it. In tn 
In the late work, What is Philosophy?, we find: 'Spinoza is the Christ of philosophers, and the 

-reate,, t philosophers are hardly more than apostles who distance themselves from or draw near to 
I- 

59 Gilles, Dclcu/c. '13ci-g-son's Conception of Difference% trans. by Melissa Mcmahon, in The New Bergson. 

ed. by John Mullarkcy (Manchester: Manchester University Press. 1999), pp. 42-65 (42). Henceforth, 
BCD. 
60 Bergsonism, p. 38. And suhsequent refs. in this para. 
61 Daniel W. Smith, 'Delcuze, Kant, and the Theory of Immanent Ideas' in. Delcitze and Philosoph-v. ed. hy 
Constantin V. Boundas (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press. 1006), pp. 43-61 (p. 45) 



this mystery' . 
62 Why? The answer to this question lies at the heart of unravelling the puzzle of 

the apparent tension in Deleuze's philosophy between the One and the Multiple and the Same and 

the Different. 

I deny Gillian Howie's thesis that Deleuze seeks to rely on Spinoza's flawed demonstration of the 

single substance in order to build an apodictic foundation for his own philosophy. 63 For Deleuze, 

there are only contingent beginnings: 'We invoke throws of the dice, imperatives and questions of 

chance instead of an apodictic principle; an aleatory point at which everything becomes 

ungrounded instead of a solid ground' (200). 1 argue that what Deleuze takes from Spinoza is a 

'logic' which is consistent with a Bergsoman ontology. Spinoza, famously, distinguishes 

between the infinite attributes that comprise the single substance but the means of this distinction 

is not numerical distinction. Deleuze concludes, 'Numerical distinction is never real ... real 
64 distinction is never numerical' . Central to Deleuze's logic of multiplicity is his appropriation, 

from Duns Scotus via Spinoza, of the concept of 'formal distinction'. 

I give an analysis of Expressionism in Philosophy: Spinoza (published more or less 

simultaneously with Difference and Repetition); in the Translator's Preface to the English version it, 
Deleuze is quoted as having remarked in conversation: 

What interested me most in Spinoza wasn It his Substance, but the composition of the 
finite modes ... That is: the hope of making substance turn on finite modes, or at least of 
seeino, in substance a plane of immanence in which finite modes operate. 65 

t7l 

In Deleuze's reading of Spinoza, the notion of 'immanence' takes precedence over substance. I I-) 

argue that Deleuze's commitment to the univocity of Being is a commitment to the panty of all 

existcnts: 'Everything is equal! ' (304). The philosophy of immanence is a philosophy of 

connection. A system of immanence is the opposite of a system of transcendence, but what 

should we understand by transcendence? May remarks: 'it is the transcendence of God that forms 

the longest legacy. But it is not the only one'. 66 Deleuze's system is God-less, but the dead Z-1 r) 

Plato also casts a lono shadow. However, Deleuze distinguishes a third layer of transcendence: 

62 Gilles DcICL11c and FýIjx Guattarl, What Is Philosophv?, trans. by Graham Burchell and Hugh Toml inson 
(London: Vcrso. 1994), p. 60. 
63 Gillian Howic, Delcitze and Spinoza: theAura of Expi-ession (Basingstoke: Pal-raýc. 2002). 
64 Gilles Delcu/c. Expressionisin in Philosophy: Spinoza, trans. by Martin Joughin (New York: Zone 
Books. 1992), p. 34. 
65 Evpres. vionism in Philosoph 

, v, p. 11. Henceforth, EIP. 
66 Gilles Deleuze: ln Introiluction, p. 27. 



the 'subject', the 'F, or the self. In his last published essay, what Deleuze calls 'A Life' includes 

a conception of the human as part of a 'transcendental field'. 67 Central to this notion is his 

opposition 'to everything that makes up the world of the subject and the object'. I agree %% Ith 

Claire Colebrook who argues that Deleuze identifies his cause with Spinoza's (i. e. he who 

ýopened up the question of univocity) because 'far from explaining the world as the relation 

between two beings, such as mind and world, responsible and radical philosophy accounts for the 

emergence of this distinction ... knower and known, perceiver and perceived,. 68 1 show how 

Deleuze tries to undermine the assumption of the conventional dialectical separation by reading 

Spinoza's Ethics as a kind of physics. It is this provides the context to the reference, in the last 

essay, to the 'increase or decrease in power. 69 Deleuze seems to concede that he is bending 

Spinoza's conception of personhood to his own purposes, when he laments that *Evell Spinoza's 

conception of this passage or quantity of power still appeals to consciousness'. Be that as it may, 

I argue that this still explains Deleuze's boast that, 'The transcendental field ... becomes a ... plane 

of immanence that reintroduces Spinozism into the heart of the philosophical process'. 

I argue that univocal Being is also a surrogate for the theory of 'expression'. In other words, the 

claim that in the pre-conceptual and pre-linguistic realm of 'sense', Being is unmediated and 

'speaks itself. In chapter 3 of the thesis I suggested that Deleuze's concept of expression is 

inspired by his reading of Hegel. However, for Deleuze, expression is best instantiated in the 

philosophy of Spinoza. Deleuze interprets 'expression' in such a way as to take the place of the 

notions of 'representation' (i. e. the Being that does not speak itself) and external 'causality'. 

Chapter 8 of the thesis spans Chapters Four ('Ideas and the Synthesis of Difference') and Five 

('Asymmetrical Synthesis of the Sensible') of Difference and Repetition. In chapters 5 and 6,1 

have argued for an understanding of the ontology of the Deleuzian multiple inspired by Bergson. 
4: 1 tý, t-) 

In chapter 7,1 argued for a logic of the Deleuzian multiple inspired by Spinoza. Christian 

Kerslake writes: 

Deleuze presents an account of absolute difference that is formally coherent ... 
However, 

for the presentation of absolute difference to be more than formally coherent, Deleuze 

would need to commit himself to an account of the relation between the logical (or 
I 

67 , Immanence: A Life'. p. 215. 68 Claire Colchrook. Delcitze: A GuidefOr the Pei-plexed (London: Continuum, 2000), p. 136. 
69 . Immanence: A Life'. p. 225. Subsequent rct's.: p. 26 and pp. 27-28. 
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formal) and the real ... 
In an important phrase, Deleuze claims to have revealed -the onlý 

realized ontology ". 70 

How? I argue that Deleuze does this via his creative engagement with the philosophy of Kant in 

which Deleuze deduces, albeit from a contingent 'given', the existence of the structures which he 

calls Ideas. The Deleuzian Ideas realize the 'hope' of a marriage between a Bergsonian ontolop 

and a Spinozan logic. 

If Difi 
, 
fýrence and Repetition is Deleuze's Critique of Pure Reason, in Chapter Four he warps the 

Kantian architectonic so as to focus, not on the deduction of the categories in the Transcendental 

Analytic, but on the 'ideas of reason' in the Transcendental Dialectic. Thereby, Deleuze 

transforms Kant's theory of ideas into his own Theory of Ideas as questions or problems. 
According to this theory, Ideas are ontological: 'modem thought and the renaissance of ontology 
is based upon the que sti on -problem complex' (195). Ideas are not in our heads. What is more: 

'Ideas are multiplicities' (182). Multiple, in the Bergsonian sense, of which RaJchman writes: 

'what Deleuze calls a multiplicity can't be counted; its components can't be picked out one by 
71 

one, and they retain a certain vagueness' . What is the relation between this kind of multiplicity 

and a problem or a question? RaJchman goes on to cite an image used by Deleuze in the late 

work Crifique et Chnique of an incomplete wall of uncemented stones. 72 We are to imagine a 

kind of 'agged edge, that: (1) demands to be continued (and in that sense is a question or J 1, 
problem); (2) never can be completed (the new leading edge will always be jagged) and; (3) will 
forcver frustrate any attempt to predict the nature of its continuation (i. e. its solution). If Ideas are 

not in our heads, where are they? Chapter Five of Difference and Repetition again mimics the 

first Critique insofar as Deleuze here provides a critique of the Transcendental Aesthetic and his 

own account of the nature of Space. I follow Manuel DeLanda who argues that Ideas exist in a 

1 73 
virtual space' . 

In the concluding chapter of the thesis, I argue that I have shown that Deleuze is a philosopher of 

the multiple because he avows both an ontology of the multiple and a logic of the multiple. We t::, b 
see now the point of Deleuze's claim (to which I referred in my introduction to the thesis): 'I 

70 Christian Kcrslake. 'Thc Vcrtigo ofPhilosophy. Deleuze and the Problem of Immanence', Radical 
PhilosophY, 113 (Nlaý /June 2002), 10-23 (p. 13). 
71 The Delcu, -v Connections, p. 58. I havc corrected an error in Ralchman's text which reads 'countered' 

Ot''COUnted'. 
72 The Deleuze Connections, p. 59: citing Gilles, Delcuze, Critique et Chnique (Minuit, 1983), p. 1 10. 
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74 gic is worked out. in conceive of philosophy as a logic of multiplicities' .I show how this lo,,, ] 

detail, in Deleuze's application of the notions of disjunctive syntheses and affirmation. 

On a point by point basis, I answer the arguments in the Chapter of The Clainor of the Being 

entited 'The Virtual', which form the heart of Badiou's objection: 

In chapter 4 of the thesis, I rejected Badlou's reading of Deleuze's theory of actual thino-, ID 
(beings) 'as merely superficial intensities of simulacra of Being'. 75 In other words, as not real. (I 

do not return to that discussion here. ) 

(2) Badiou conflates 'the One' with Deleuze's commitment to the 'univocity of Being'. One 

modern commentator interprets this as tantamount to accusing Deleuze of a return to the t) 
philosophy of identity. I show that this is a facile a reply to Badiou who understands, perfectly 

well, that Deleuze's system is founded on a radical notion of difference, not on identity. 

(3) Badiou claims that Deleuze's notion of the 'virtual image' is incoherent: it Is, 'an optical 
, 76 

metaphor' which 'does not hold up .I refute this by reference to Bergson's argument for the 

co-existence of the past and the present. 

(4) 1 argue that Badiou's objection reaches its most penetrating form not, in fact, by 

characterising Deleuze as a philosopher of 'the One': 'In this circuit of thought, it is the Two and 
77 

not the One that is instated' In other words, Badiou attacks Deleuze's central distinction 

between the virtual and the actual. Badiou rightly claims that 'Deleuze ends up by posing that the 

two pails of the object, the virtual and the actual, cannot in fact be thought as separate. No mark 

or criterion exists by which to distinguish them. They are "distinct and yet indiscernible". ' I 

offer at least some amelioration of the force of the objection that 'Deleuze undertakes an analytic 

ofthe indiscernible' by reference to Deleuze's treatment of Bergson's differences of nature which 
78 

are also both radically distinct and yet intimately joined 
. 

73 N1,111LICI DeLanda, 'Space: F xtensivc and Intensivc, Actual and Virtual', in Deleitze and Space, ed. by Ian 
Buchanan and Grego Lambert (Edinburgh: Edinburgh Uni \ ersity Press, -1005), pp. 80-88. 

ý I- 74 Pourparlers, as cited by Ra 
, 
Ichnian. p. 50. 

75 CB, p. 44. 
76 CB, p. 5 2. 
77 CB, p. 53. : \nd subscquent ref. 



(5) Badjou paints Deleuze as 'an involuntary Platonist'. I refute the claim that the virtual 

4grounds' the actual (i. e. that the virtual is merely a surrogate of Plato's realm of the Forms) bý 

underlining the reciprocal nature of the relationship between the virtual and the actual. 

Finally, I return to the problem of the place of Spinozism in Deleuze's system. Badiou complains 

that Deleuze's 'Spinoza was (and still is) for me an unrecognizable creature'. 79 There is surelý 

some justice to this. In chapter 7 of the thesis I have already shown how Deleuze's reading of 

Spinoza alongside Duns Scotus 'is to risk certain distortions'. 80 To this we must add Deleuze's 

inversion of Spinozism: 'to make substance turn around the modes' (304). 1 show how 

Nietzsche's doctrine of the eternal return provides Deleuze with the resources for this inversion. 

78 CB. p. 5-2. Subsequent ref. p. 61. 
79 CB, p. 1. 
80 EiP, p. 66. 
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Chapter 1: Repetition: Kierkegaard and Nietzsche. 

Introduction to the chapter. 

This chapter of my thesis relates to the Introductory Chapter of Difference and Repetition, 

'Repetition and Difference' (I). The terrns in the title of the book are transposed in the title of the 

Chapter .81 Hence, Difference and Repetition does not start with 'difference': it starts with 
'repetition'. Despite all that I have said in my introductory remarks about the primary status of 

'difference', does 'repetition' come before difference? I suggest that Deleuze's concept of 

4repetition' is parasitic on difference. I argue that we are to understand Deleuze's concept of 

4repetition' as an oblique experience, a sign, of difference. It is this, I conjecture, that lies behind 

the transposition of the terms. We are going in search of difference via repetition. Hence, in the 

Pref, ice to Difference and Repetition we find Deleuze insisting on the inseparability of the two 

terms: 'These concepts of a pure diffierence and a complex repetition seemed to connect and 

coalesce, (xx). 

Dý*ffi, rence and Repetition begins in earnest with the words: 'Repetition is not generality' (1). In 

this chapter I show that what Deleuze means by 'repetition' is remote from our intuitive 

understanding of that term. But I also need to make clear what Deleuze means by 'generality'. In 

doing so, I furtherjustify my early treatment of Deleuze's idea of difference. For in that context I 

have already given some indication of what we are to understand b Deleuze's attack on the 1-: 1 y 

notion of generality: it is as an attack on the way in which conceptual structures suffocate real b 

differences. When Deleuze asserts that 'Repetition is not generality' he means to deny that an 

event B at T2 is a repetition of an event A at T1, if events A and B can be gathered under the same 

general concept. 

Kierkco, mrd and repetition. 

Delcuze provides the justification for a bfief early excursion from the text of Difference and 

Repetition: 'There is a force common to Kierkegaard and Nietzsche ... Each of [them]... makes 

repetition ... the fundamental category of a philosophy of the future' (5). Although it is Nietzsche Z-1 - 
that will ultimately prove the more influential over Deleuze, I shall first follow the allusion to 
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Kierkegaard. Deleuze provides no reference but is clearly alluding to Kierkegaard*s. Repetiti'on: 

An Evsay in Experimental Psychology. 82 Under the pseudonym Constantine Constantius. 

Kierkegaard tells a story (with autobiographical as well as philosophical resonances, ) about how 

he has counselled a young man in love. Kierkegaard's Repetition is a highly nuanced text. Clare 

Carlisle describes it as 'a strange, elusive book that is more like an experimental novel than a 

conventional philosophical treatise'. 83 Nevertheless, she poses the same question, 'What does 

Kierkegaard mean by repetition? ', that I am posing with reference to Deleuze. What is more, III 

, summary reply, Carlisle offers an answer that is redolent of the kind of answer that we might also 

anticipate I'Or Deleuze: 'That repetition is more than a concept is integral to its meaning, for, as a In t: 1 
movement, repetition exceeds ideality'. I mean to point up the similarity to Deleuze's attack on a 

purely conceptual understanding of repetition. 

The character and actions of Constantius come to represent an inauthentic or false repetition, in 

contrast to those of the young man which are diagnostic of what Kierkegaard thinks of as an 

authentic or true repetition. Constantius says of himself: 'I am inclined to preserve an attitude of 

observation toward people'. 84 Carlisle advises that, for Kierkegaard, this reflects the 4n 

'disinterested attitude to existence and preference for ideality' that cannot make for an authentic 

repetition. 85 We might still object that the test of repetition would surely lie in what one does 

rather than how one thinks. Accordingly, in Part One of Repetition, Constantius goes on a trip to 

Berlin - significantly, it is a journey that he has made before: 'I will ... proceed to tell a little 

about a voyage of discovery I undertook in order to investigate the possibility and the 

significance of repetition'. 86 The whimsical style of Repetition perhaps doomed it to be 

misunderstood. Kierkegaard was so exasperated by the gross misinterpretation of it by 

contemporary commentators (in particular, that of Professor J. L. Heiberg 87 ) that he wrote his 

own subsequent commentary. We have, therefore, Kierkegaard's own later testimony, albeit still 

'in character', as it were, as to the philosophical burden of the return to Berlin: 

81 Gilles Delcuze. Diffi6-ence et Rjpýtition, (Paris: Presses Universtaires De France, 1981), p. 7. 
82 S. Kicrkeoaard, Rej)etition: An Essav in Experimental Psvchology, trans. and ed. by Walter Lowrie 
(London: Oxford Uni\, crsity Press. 1946) 
83 Clare Carlisle, Kierkegaar(I's Philosoph 

-v 
of Becoming: Movements and Positions (New York: Statc 

University ol'Ne\\, York Press. 2005), p. 70. And subsequent refs. in this para. 
84 Rej)etitlon, p. 8. 
85 Kierkegaar&s Philosophy qj'Becoming. p-80- 
86 Repetition. p. 36. 
.1 0f Edilor's intr(Auction. S. Kierkegaard, Repetition, p. mv. 
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The young man's problem is, whether repetition is possible. It was as a parody of him 
that I [Constantius] made the journey to Berlin to see whether repetition was 
possible ... the most inward problem is here expressed in an outward way, as though 
repetition, it if were possible, might be found outside the individual, since It is within the 
individual it must be found, and hence the young man does exactly the opposite, he keeps 
perfectly still ... 

Everything decisively affirmed about repetition is contained in the second 
part of the book. Everything that is said in the foregoing part is either Jest or onlý 
relatively true. 88 

The story of the second trip to Berlin falls in Part one of the book. We are to understand that 

when Contantius simply does the same thing again, he has not managed to repeat. For 

Kierkegaard, this is not an authentic repetition. 

What does Deleuze see in this? Answering this question is not assisted by the fact that in the 

Introductory Chapter of Difference and Repetition, Deleuze conceals his own position behind that 

of Nietzsche: 'What separates [Kierkegaard and Nietzsche] is considerable ... But nothing can r') 
hide this prodigious encounter in relation to a philosophy of repetition: they oppose repetition to 

allforms of generality' (5). Carlisle extracts from Kierkegaard's text a series of linked 

oppositions or tensions: 

The opposition between ideality and movement is also ... an opposition between 
philosophy and existence; 
This comparison between [Platonic] recollection and repetition echoes the opposition 
between idea and movement; 
Constantin [Constantius] is an intellectual, an abstract thinker, whereas the young man is 
a lover, a fianc6, whose self- awaken i ng precipitates an ethical crisis. 89 

Each of these oppositions speaks of an inauthentic versus an authentic repetition. I suggest that 

the most immediate point of contact with Deleuze's Project in Difference and Repetition is that 

thcre we also find, an outer (inauthentic) and an inner (authentic) repetition: 'The repetition at the 

level of the external conduct echoes ... a more secret vibration which animates it, a more profound, 

internal repetition' (1). Having said that, the roblern of repetition, as posed in the above Z: I p 

oppositions, cannot define Deleuze's project in quite the same way as Kierkegaard's. 

To explain this, I would like to attend to Kierkegaard's controversy with his contemporary, 

Heiberg. In his commentary on Repetition, Heiberg \vrites: 'Repetition has an essentially L, Cý 

88 Kierkegaard, 'A Ictier to the real reader ofthe book', quoted in Editor's introduction to Repetition, 

pp. \\-\\I. 
89 Kierk-egaai-(F. v Philosophy of Becoming. pp. 67-69. 
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different significance in the natural and in the spiritual sphere. The author [Kierkegaard] 

presumably has had the natural category in view, and perhaps without knowing it has stretched 

the validity of the concept beyond its proper limits'. 90 In other words, Heiberg claims that 

Kierkegaard has failed to recognize that the way in which repetition applies to the human 

individual, might well differ from how repetition applies to nature. Althouoh Deleuze gives no Z) 
reference, he must have Kierkegaard's subsequent indignation in mind when, in Difference and 
Repetition, he writes: 'Kierkegaard declares that he does not speak at all of repetition in nature, of 

cycles and seasons, exchanges and equalities (6). ' Walter Lowne confirms: 'There is not a word 

in [Repetition] about repetition in nature - recurrence of the seasons, of day and night, etc., upon 

which Professor Heiberg laid stress ... S. K. was thinking of the history of the individual'. 

Kierkegaard, in his own later commentary, writes: 'Now if one desires to elucidate the fact that 

repetition in the world of individuality means something different from what it is in nature and in 

the case of a plain repetition, I do not know how one can do it more clearly. ' 

My point is, simply, that Deleuze's project in Difference and Repetition is ontological as well as zn 

ethical - and, therefore, Deleuze's concept of repetition cannot be identical to Kierkegaard's. 

When Deleuze asserts that 'repetition is not generality', we are I suggest, bound to react 

somewhat similarly to Heiberg against Kierkegaard. What about the outcomes of scientific 

cxperiments or the tick of atomic clocks and so on? We must resist jumping to the conclusion 

that Deleuze must concede that there are repeated objective events in the natural world, which 

proceed according to the invariable laws of physics. If we did jump to that conclusion, we might 

suppose, that Deleuze, like Kierkeoraard, is making a distinction between repetition as it applies to 

the individual, as opposed to an objective or scientific application of the concept of repetition. 

But this is not the case. When Deleuze asserts that 'repetition is not generality' this extends to 

the recurrence of the seasons, day and night and the ticking of clocks. I gave, above, a series of 

oppositions which sought to define the status of the problem of repetition for Kierkegaard. For 

DeleLize, there is an analogous opposition between a false and a true repetition: it is between, 'A 

bare, material repetition (repetition of the Same) [which] appears only in the sense that another 

i-epetition is disouised within it, constituting it and constituting itself in disguising itself (21 
Z- rn t) 

Delcuic's point seems to be that although we might intuitively think that repetition has, 

essentially, to do with sameness, it does not. Williams first makes a point that, he implies, might 

90 Editor's Introduction. S. Kierkegaard. Repetitiow. -In Essa 
'v in Expet-Imental Psychology. trans. and ed. 

hý Walter I. o\\ ric (London: O\ford Uni\ ersity Press. 1940), p. xiv. Subsequent references: p. xv. p. \xii 



be too trite for Deleuze to have deemed it worthy to stoop to, but upon which Deleuze might still Z__ 
to some extent rely: 'Something has to be different for there to be repetition. since there must be 

some way of distinguishing two repeated things'. 9' But Williams is right to say that this is not 

really the nub of what Deleuze wants to persuade us of. It is rather that, as Deleuze puts it: 'To 

repeat is to behave in a certain manner, but in relation to something unique or singular which has Z71 

no equal or equivalent (1). ' Constantius' two trips to Berlin were a kind of outward repetition, 

whereas the philosopher must, it seems, seek a kind of inner repetition. Kierkegaard makes sense Z: ) 
of such an inner repetition within a Christian philosophy centred on human subjectivity and active 

choices. Deleuze must make sense of it within a God-less universe in which the human is often 

the passive subject of a kind of ontological repetition. 

Deleuze's presentation of this thesis in the Introductory Chapter of Difference and Repetition is 

opaque for reasons which I shall shortly explain. At one point, Deleuze states, apparently without 

irony, what I take to be the exact opposite of the thesis he wishes to defend: 'We are right to 

speak of repetition when we find ourselves confronted by identical elements with exactly the 

same concept' (23). But the argument that I have provided, thus far, is consistent with the burden 

of the closing summary of the introductory chapter to Difference and Repetition. Here Deleuze 

poses what I take to be a rhetorical question: 

So long as we take difference to be conceptual difference ... repetition to be extrinsic 4-: 1 

difference between objects represented by the same concept, it appears that the problem 
of their relation may be resolved by the facts. Are there repetitions - yes or no?... Hegel 
ridiculed Leibniz for having invited the court ladies to undertake experimental 
metaphysics while walking in the gardens, to see whether two leaves of a tree could not 4: ) 

have the same concept. Replace the court ladies by forensic scientists: no two grains of 
dust are absolutely identical, no two hands have the same distinctive points, no two 
typewriters have the same strike ... Why, however, do we feel that the problem is not 
properly defined so long as we look for the cntenon of a principium individuationis in C) 

the facts? (26) 

hi other words, for Deleuze, there are no two things or two states of affairs which can be judged t7l 

to be repetitions of one another, because they are judged to be 'the same' by virtue of some 

objective test of the facts. Deleuze's position is the radical one that there is no such thing as the 

repetition of the same, anywhere, ever. This is the agenda of the philosophy of difference. 

91 GD *s D,. k, R. p. 32- 



In Difference and Repetition, Deleuze purports to align himself (albeit concealed behind 

Nietzsche) with Kierkegaard, who is said to 'oppose repetition to the laws of nature' because: 

'According to the law of nature, repetition is impossible' (6). In fact, as I have shown. 

Kierkegaard is silent on the laws of nature: they are not his problem. I return. therefore, to the 

question, what is it that Deleuze takes from Kierkegaard? It is, I suggest, that although Deleuze 4: ) 4-n 
demurs from the primacy of human subjectivity, it is, nevertheless, humanfeelings that will 

emerge, over the course of Difference and Repetition, as the 'given' of Deleuze's philosophý'. 

What Deleuze draws from Kierkegaard, therefore, is an understanding of repetition that is 

grounded in the nature of lived human experience, rather than one based on an extrapolation, to 

the human condition, of some pseudo-scientific assumption about the laws of nature. The opacity 

of the opening arguments of Difference and Repetition is a function of how Deleuze is trying to 

play-out thesefeelings (i. e. theatrically), rather than argue for them in the manner of a conceptual 

analysis. 

Nietzsche and repetition. 

In Dýfference and Repetition as a whole, and in the Introductory Chapter alone, Nietzsche is the 

primary inspiration behind Deleuze's concept of repetition. Although it is Deleuze's thesis that 

Kierkegaard and Nietzsche share a concept of repetition, Deleuze seems to feel forced into 

recognizing an objection. I have seen how it is that Deleuze comes to claim that 

'Kierkegaard ... condemns ... every attempt to obtain repetition from the laws of nature' (6). 

Deleuze goes on: 'It will be said that the situation is not so clear with Nietzsche' (6). What is the 

burden of this apparently throwaway remark? It seems to imply that some, maybe even most, will 

say that Nietzsche did try to obtain repetition from the laws of nature. For Deleuze, this view is 

mistaken but, nevertheless it is still worth taking stock of what this apparently erroneous view is, 

because it will enable me to prepare the ground for Deleuze's radical reading of Nietzsche's 

doctrine of the eternal return. 

In Nietzsche's writings, we find a conjecture concerning a kind of cosmic repetition: tl 

The 
, ýreatest weight. - What, if some day or night a demon were to steal after you into 

your loneliest loneliness and Saý' to You : "This life as you now live it and have lived it, 
ive once more and innumerable times more: and there will be nothing vou will have to I' tý 

new in it-evcrything unutterably small and great in your life ý\ ill have to return to you, 



all in the same , uccession and sequence ... The eternal hourglass of existence i,, turned 
upside down again and again, and you with it speck of dust"' 92 

This is a vision of a universe in which novelty is entirely absent. Were Deleuze to endorse such a 

view there could be no prospect of making his philosophy coherent as a philosophý' of the 

multiple. Such a philosophy would conform to Badiou's portrait of the philosophy of the One in 

that, in such a universe, everything that IS, has already been prepared for, inasmuch as it has all 

existed before. The status of actual things is degraded to that of reflections or echoes of what has 

been. But Nietzsche's parable, here at least, only takes the form of a conjecture: what if, It is 

not, without other evidence, the same as the claim that this is how the universe actually is. Both 

in the work that Nietzsche authorised for publication and in the notes collected after his insanity 

in The Will to Power, one finds passages that seem to address the conjecture of the eternal return 

to the ethical implications of a purposeless universe: 

Duration "in vain", without end or aim is the most paralysing idea ... Let us think this 
thought in its most terrible form: existence as it is, without meaning or aim, yet recurring Z: I 

inevitably without any finale of nothingness: "the eternal recurrence ". 93 

The doctrine of the eternal return can be read as an ethical test. 'Ethical', in the sense, that we are 

invited to test our choices in this world not just against the demands of current contingencies but 

against the background that those same choices will reverberate forever. Indeed, in the earlier 

book Nietzsche and Philosopliv, Deleuze is not averse to regarding this reading as part and parcel 

of Nietzsche's purpose. He sees it as Nietzsche's version of Kant's categorical imperative: 'The 

etcrnal return gives the will a rule as rigorous as the Kantian one ... As an ethical thought the 

eternal return is the new formulation of the practical synthesis: whatever you will, will it in such a 

waY that You also will its eternal return'. 94 For some modern commentators, this is all that the 

doctrine of the eternal return can ever, coherently, entail. Danto, for example, writes: 

The doctrine of Eternal Recurrence entails the meaninglessness of things, and the 4: ý 
doctrine of the Obe"nensch [often translated as 'the overman'] is a response to that 
significance which man is obliged to will ... 

Stated as an imperative: So act (or so be) that 
you would be willing to act exactly the same way (or be exactly the same thing) an 
infinite number of times over. 95 

92 Friedrich Nietzsche, The Gav Science, trans. by Walter Kaufmann (New York: Vintage Books. 1974) 
", Cctlon 34 1, p. 273. 
93 Friedrich Nietzsche, The 11'I'll to Power. trans. by Walter Kaufmann and R. J. Hollingdale (New York: 
Vintage Books, 1968), s. 55. p. 35- 
94 Aietzsche and Philosophy, p. 68. 
95 Arthur, C. Danto. Nietzsche as Philosopher (Nc\\, York: Macmillan, 1968), pp. 211-212. 



According to Danto, there the matter should rest. But Deleuze will not let it rest there: he seeks a 

cosmological reading as well as an ethical reading. 

What exactly is the cosmological hypothesis of the eternal return? Alexander Nehamas puts a 
first version of it, very clearly: 

It holds that everything that has already happened in the universe, and everythin" that is 
happening right now, and everything that will happen in the future, has already happened, 
and will happen again, preceded and followed by exactly the same events in exactly the 
same order, infinitely many times. Each of these cycles is absolutely identical with 
every other; in fact, it would be more correct to say that there is only one cycle, repeated 
over and over again in infinity. 96 

This is a more prosaic version of the conjecture which I quoted above from The Gay Scielicc. 

Scholarly controversy surrounds how one should interpret Nietzsche's version of the doctrine of 

the eternal return but, for my purposes here, all we need to note is that Deleuze utterly rejects the 

kind of interpretation given above. In Nietzsche and Philosophy, Deleuze writes: 

Nietzsche's account of the eternal return [as a cosmological and physical doctrine] 
presupposes a critique of the terminal or equilibrium state. Nietzsche says that if the 
universe had an equilibrium position, if becominc, had an end or final state, it would Z71 

97 
already have been attained . 

In other words, for Deleuze, 'the eternal return' as a cosmological doctrine, is not to be equated to 4: 5 

any terminal or equilibrium state: it is, rather, a cntique of that supposed state. Deleuze quotes: 

If the universe were capable of permanence and fixity, and if there were in its entire 
course a single moment of being in the strict sense it could no longer have anything to do Z: ) b 
with becoming, thus one could no longer think or observe any becoming whatever. 

98 
b ID 

96 Alexander Nehamas, 'The Eternal Recurrence', The Philosophical Review Vol. 89 No. 3 (1980), pp. 33 1- 
356 (332). 
97 

p. 47. 
98 Niozsche alul Philosopliv. p. 47, citing Nietzsche, I'P 11 322. The translator of Nietzsche and Philosophv 
hit,,, in -, eneral used tile most widely available English translations of Nietzsche's works (see trans. note, 
p. -%-O. 

Deleute's ref. is. howe\ cl', to La I'olonte (le Puissance, trans. by G. Bianquis Jrom the edition of F. 
\\'Orzhack), NRF, 1935 and 1937. The trans. explains: 'This [VP] is not available in English and [what is 
more] has not been full)' collated with the standard arrangement known as the Will to Poýver and which has 
been translated'. Hence, there is. in this case, no exact parallel to 'the standard arrarilgemenC. 



Nietsz-. s, che and Philosophy also includes reference to 'an analogous text' in the more widel\ 

available English translation of the Nachlass: 

If the world had a goal, it must have been reached ... If 
it were in any way capable of a 

pausing and becoming fixed, of "being", if in the course of its becoming it possessed 
even for a moment this capability of "being", then all becoming would long since have 4: ) 
come to an end ... The fact of "spirit" as a form of becoming proves that the world has no ZID 

goal, no final state, and is incapable of being. 99 

This is the opposite of the claim that all novelty had passed from the world. 

We are still left with a problem. How does one reconcile Deleuze's presupposition (i. e. a world 

of becoming, not of being) with Nietzsche's championing of Zarathustra as the prophet of eternal z::, 

return; and with Nietzsche identifying himself as the teacher of eternal recurrence? This is 

perhaps the very question that Deleuze anticipates with his own question: 'How does the thought 

of pure becoming serve as a foundation for the eternal return? "00 Nietzsche provides a reply in 

terms which, although still cryptic, nevertheless provide some textual evidence in support of 

Deleuze's reading: 'That everything recurs is the closest approximation of a world of becoming 

to a work of bei'ng: - high point of meditation. " 01 We come at last to the nub of Deleuze's 

reading of Nietzsche's concept of repetition: 

We misinterpret the expression "eternal return" if we understand it as "return of the 
same". It is not being that returns but rather the returning itself that constitutes being 
insofar as it is affirmed of becoming and of that which passes. It is not some thing that 
returns but rather returning itself is the one thing which is affirmed of diversity or L- t: ) 

multiplicity. 
102 

Deleuzc can, therefore, embrace the doctrine of the eternal return but only because of a special 

understandinc, of the eternal return that he will maintain until the end of his philosophical career: Z7, 

We must not make of the eternal return a return of the same. To do this would be to 
misunderstand the form of the transmutation... for the same does not preexist the 
divei-se 

... It is not the same that comes back. 103 

99 The Will to Power, s. 1062, p. 546. 
100 Nietzsche and Philosoph 

' v, p. 48. 
101 The Will to Powcr, s. 617, p. 330. 
102 Nict'-. Sche and Philosoph. v' P. 48. 
103 GilIcs Delcuic, Pure Immanence. - Essavs on, -A Life, trans. hy Anne Boyman (Ncw York: Zone Books, 
2MI). p. 87. 
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This is to affirm the status of the multiple. 

I have shown that the denial of any conventional account of repetition is part and parcel of 

Deleuze's reading of Nietzsche in Nietzsche and Philosophy: the universe does not repeat itself. It' 
by 'repeat', we mean an endless round of the same. This background is camed over into the 

Introductory chapter of Difference and Repetition in the, otherwise, dense remark that, 'If 

[Nietzsche] discovers repetition in the Physis [Nature] itself, this is because he discovers in the 

Physis something superior to the reign of laws ... Nietzsche opposes "his" hypothesis to the 

cyclical hypothesis (6). ' In Thus Spoke Zarathustra, the animals say: 'All things themselves 

dance for such as think as we: they come and offer their hands and laugh and flee - and return. 

Everything dies, everything blossoms anew; the year of existence runs on for ever' 104 ; and later 

the animals dub their master, Zarathustra (and by implication Nietzsche), 'the teacher of the 

eternal recurrence'. Deleuze injects the argument of Nietzsche and Philosophy into the 

introductory chapter of Difference and Repetition, in the guise of Zarathustra's response to the 

animals. Deleuze points out how Zarathustra, mildly but nonetheless firmly, corrects the animals. 

In R. J. Hollingdale's translation: 

"0 you buffoons and barrel-organs, do be quiet! " answered Zarathustra... "That I have to 
sing again - that comfort ... 

did I devise for myself: do you want to make another hurdy- 

gurdy song out of that too?,, 105 

In the English translation of Difference and Repetition, we find the same passage from Nietzsche 

rendered: '0 buffoons and barrel-organs ... you have already made a refrain out of it [the etemal 

return]' (6). Deleuze comments: 'The refrain is the eternal return as cycle or circulation, as 

being-similar and being-equal - in short, as natural animal certitude and as sensible law of 

nature' (6). For Deleuze, Nietzsche is telling us, precisely, that the next verse is not the same as 

the first: the same song is not sung again, there is no refrain. In plainer terms, we are to 4oppose 

repetition to the laws of nature' (6). In plainer terms still: repetition is not an objective fact. 

104 Friedrich Nietzsche, Thns Spoke Zamthustm, trans. by RJ Hollingdale (Middlesex: Pem-, uln, 1986), 
Pt. 3 (The Convalesccrit), p. 2234. 

Subsequent ref., p. 237 
105 Thus Spoke bwathustra, p-236. 
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Deleuze goes on to critique the concept of repetition in terms of both moral laws and habits. 

But I now turn to what repetition is, rather than what it is not. In so doing, I take an example that 

Deleuze often returns to in Dýfference and Repetition: learning to swim. In the lntroductorý 

chapter Deleuze writes: 

We learn nothing from those who say: "Do as I do". Our only teachers are those who tell 
us to "do with me", and are able to emit signs to be developed in heterogeneitý rather 
than propose gestures for us to reproduce (23). 

The reference to 'signs', here, is important to Deleuze's overall system. Williams comments: 

'The reason why repetition matters has nothing to do with the repetition of the same thing but, 

rather with the repetition of difference that can only be approached through indirect signs and not 
106 actual differences' 

. To repeat, mechanically, the movements of the swimming instructor, for 

example, gets us nowhere. Much later in Difference and Repetition, Deleuze returns to this 

example: 

Learning to swim ... means composing the singular points of one's own body ... with those 
of another ... element, which tears us apart but also propels us into a hitherto unknown and 
unheard of world of problems. To what are we dedicated if not to those problems which 
demand the very transformation of our body ... ? (192) 

What are we to understand by this? With apparently the above passage in mind (although she 

gives no reference) Colebrook writes: 

I will only learn to swim if I see what the instructor does not as a self-contained action 
but as a creative response. I do not repeat his arm movements; I repeat the sense of the 
water or feel for the waves that produces his arm movements ... I 

have to feel how a 
swimmer acts, rather than literally copying these movements. 107 

One can emphasise this further by re-invigorating the same example; Colebrook imagines, that Z: ) 4:: 1 
having learnt to swim 'breaststroke' (acquired that habit) one then attempts to learn 'butterfly': 

z: 1 

No amount of repetition of breast-stroke will help me, so how do I open a new relation. 
break with habit and create a new relation to the water? I have to remember what it is to 
learn to swim, what it is to take on a habit. I have to feel the water as if for the first time. 
\\! hile the memory of what it is to learn to swim enables me to draw again on the power to Cl 

learn, the power to create one's body as a swimming body'. 108 

106 GD's D, -t, R. p. 5 1. 
107 Claire Colebrook, Gilles Delcuz. c. (London and New York: Routledge. 2006), p. 136. 



One might be inclined to accept this, but object that, having learned to swim, it then becomes 

merely a repetition of the same: a habit. But this is still denied by Deleuze. Williams advises, on 
Deleuze's behalf, that: 'A habitual repetition is never the repetition of the same'. '09 The reason, I 

suggest, is that there is, for Deleuze, always something that escapes our conscious attention but 

which, nevertheless, generates a creative response in the act of swimming. for example. The Z:, 

habit that we have acquired is how to 'feel the water', from moment to moment, and to match our 

movements to it, not how to move our arms and legs in a mechanical fashion. 

Interim conclusion. 

Williams anticipates that what we want, at the beginning, is an answer to the question: 'How do 4: 1 

we recognise repetition? " 10 What we expect is an answer in terms of some kind of conceptual 

analysis. But Deleuze is trying to dramatize for us, that this is the wrong question. The questions 

we should be asking are: 'Why does repetition matterT, Why is it significantT and 'How do we 

repeat wellT Williams writes: 'Put simply, [Deleuze's] view is that we have intimations of 

significance prior to well-defined concepts and to knowledge, not the opposite'. This is part, 

then, of the anti-conceptual philosophy. This is the idea behind the aphorism: 'The head is the 

organ of exchange, but the heart is the amorous organ of repetition' (2). This felt significance is 

the sign of an originating difference in, for example, the fall of the Bastille (1): a difference 

whose disruptive influence is never exhausted and echoes down the years. Each Federation Day 

is, therefore, an irruption, in the present, of the past - but it is the past made new. As Adrian 

Parr puts it: 'To repeat, is to begin again; to affirm the power of the new and the unforseeable'. 111 

The new and unforseeable, to which Parr refers, is a prior or original difference. rý 

Deleuze writes: 'Our problem concerns the essence of repetition. It is a question of knowing why 

repetition cannot be explained by the form of identity in concepts or representations' (19). But 

has Delcuze explained the essence of repetition? Not yet, at least. Instead we have been told how 

we might experiment in reversing our normal way of thinking about repetition and that 'all the 

concepts of nature and freedom' might be revised in this way (19). But why should we accept 

this way of thinking? Unless one were to take the view, like May, that for Deleuze, nothing is 

ever Wst the case, repetition must be something other than our experience of it. There must be 

108 Delcit, -, e: A Guidefor the Perplexed, p. 8 1. 
109 Gl)', s D&R. p. 35. 
110 GD's D&R, p. 32. Subsequent rcfercnces: p. 32. 
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some 'condition' that explains the nature, the essence, of repetition. That Deleuze accepts these 

reservations becomes evident when in Chapter Two of Difference and Repetition, 'Repetition for 

Itself, he goes on to supply the missing rationale. 

ill Adrian Paff, 'Repetition', in The Deleuze Dictionary, pp. 223-225 (p. 223). 
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Chapter 2. Difference and the equivocity of Being: Aristotle. 

Introduction to the chapter. 

This chapter is the first of three which follow what one might call Deleuze's alternative history of 

'difference' in Chapter One of Difference and Repetition; a history that begins with Aristotle. 4: ) 1n 

Why not Plato? I shall suggest an answer when I come to Plato (see chapter 4). Deleuze's 

critique of Aristotle's concept of difference is instructive, not because of what it tells us about 

Aristotle but because of what it tells us about Deleuze. Deleuze's chapter is entitled 'Difference 

in Itself and yet, for reasons that I have already indicated, Deleuze does not offer any 

conventional definition of difference. Instead, he points to what difference is (or palpates it, as 

May would say) by means of showing what difference is not. In effect, difference is not what 

Aristotle claims it is. 

Having said that, Deleuze's critique of Aristotle is not wholly negative. It includes a recognition 

that as well as being the enemy of difference, Aristotle is also the 'sometime' friend of difference. 

This tentative befriending of Aristotle by Deleuze is instructive for my thesis because it shows 

that Deleuze's account of the nature of difference is equivalent to his account of the nature of 

multiplicity. Why? Because, for Deleuze, difference is a means of connection, not a means of 

scparation; multiplicities are held together by differences. For Deleuze, reality is fundamentally 

connected, not disconnected. Hence, Williams can distil out of Difference and Repetition the 

Deleuzian ethical principle that: 'It is best for our actions to connect with all things that have 

brought them about and that they can bring about'. 112 In Deleuze's words, 'connection' is 
Z: 1 t) 

directly linked to 'difference' (i. e. heterogeneity) in the concept of the 'rhizome' (a later version Cý 

of the idea of the multiple): Trinciples of connection and heterogeneity: any point of a rhizome 

can be connected to anything else, and must be. ' 113 Aristotle is the 'sometime' friend of 

difference insofar as he too looks for connections not disconnections. 

The critique of Aristotle's concept of difference operates at three levels: (1) Genus; (2) Species; 

and (3) the Individual. Deleuze begins in the middle. with Species. Aristotle here stands accused Z-ý 

of a 'confusion disastrous for the entire philosophy of difference: assigning a distinctive concept C, 

of difference is confused with the inscription of difference within concepts in general' (3'91-). This 

112 GD's D&R, p. 5- 
113 Dcletilc and Guattari, A Thousand Plateaus: Capitalism and Schizophrenia, p. 7. (Henceforth_l TP). 



42 

is a very obscure way of saying something that is really quite straightforward. For Aristotle. 

'difference' comes after 'identity'. In other words, given two species, for example, *man* and 

'bird', which fall under a common concept or genus 'animal' - one can make sense of the 

differences that exists between those species. The implication is that. without that phor identit,,, 

no difference can exist. Indeed, I suggest that this is our commonsensical understanding of what 

a difference is. Deleuze despises commonsense: his project is, instead, devoted to making sensc 

of a difference that comes before identity. In the current context, I will show how he seeks to do 

this by undermining Aristotle's account of what difference is. In a nutshell, he argues that in 

Aristotle's account, the nature of difference that obtains at the level of the Species, is fatally 

inconsistent with the nature of difference as it obtains at the level of the Genus and the Individual. 

Central to my thesis is the problem that, if everything is radically different, how can Deleuze also 

commit himself, without incoherence, to the univocity of Being (which, on the face of it, appears 

to be a commitment to everything being the same)? This problem arises, for the first time in 

. 
fýrence and Repetit'on, in the context of Deleuze's critique of Aristotle's concept of Generi D if' IIc 

difference. Deleuze identifies Generic difference with the difference that obtains between the 

Categories. G. M. Gillespie writes, that the status of the 'categones' in Aristotle's system has: 

Always been somewhat of a puzzle. On the one hand, they seem to be worked into the 
warp of the texture ... On the other hand, both in the completed scheme of his logic and in 
his constructive metaphysic they retire into the background. 114 

We should not be surprised to find, therefore, that there is deep obscunty as to the exact nature of 

Aristotle's arguments and also a wide range of scholarly opinion. Be that as it may, what do the 

categories comprise? Aristotle gives us what he calls 'a rough idea': 
t-) tn tý, 

Examples of substance are man, horse; of quantity: four-feet, five-foot; of qualification: 
white, grammatical; of a relative: double, half, larger; of where: in the Lyceum, in the Z: ' 

market place-, of when: yesterday, last year; of being-in-a-position: is-lying, is-sitting; of 
havina: has-shoes-on, has-armour-on; of doing: cutting, burnino; of being affected: L_ 
being-cut, being-burned. 115 

t: ' 

114 GAI. Gillcspic. 'The Aristotelian Categories in Articles on Aristotle V. 3 Metaphy, ýics. pp. I- 12 (p. 1. 
SLIh', CtjLient ret'Crence. p. 7. ) 
115 

Aristotle's Categories and De Interpretatione, trans. by J. L. Ackrill (Oxford: Oxford Univcrsit% Press, 
I Q03), p. 5 
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How did Aristotle arrive at this list of cateoones? Ackrill replies: 'Though the items in categories trý tn' 
are not expressions but "things", the identification and classification of these things could ... be 

116 
achieved only by attention to what we say' . As Jonathan Barnes puts it, the categones are 

concerned with classifying types of predicate: indeed kate-goria is Aristotle's word for 

'predicate'. 1 17 But the point remains, as the quote from Ackrill makes clear. that Aristotle's 

categories are groups of 'things', not 'words'. Deleuze regards the classification as ontoloolcal 

not semantic and he is right to do so. Finally, we need to note that the ten categones which C) 
emerge from Aristotle's analysis are not all equal: 'there is a primary sense (the sense in which 

substances have being) to which all the others are related'. ' 18 

If Aristotle is largely the enemy of difference, he is also the enemy of the univocity of Being. It 

is Aristotle who famously declared: 

Being is spoken of in many ways, but with respect to one source. For some things are 
called beings because they are substances; others are called beings because they are 
attributes of substances, others because each is a route to a substance; either destructions 
or privations or qualities or productive or generative of substance; still others are called 
beings because they are things spoken of in relation to substance, or negations of one of I. D 
these or of substance. 119 

According to the theory of the equivocity of Being, the category of 'substance', for example, t: ) t: ) 
contains beings whose 'way of existing' is distinct from the way of existing of the 'attributes of t:, 
substances' which are distributed across other categories. Aristotle is taken, therefore, to defend 

the contrary position to Deleuze's. That being the case, Deleuze's critique of Aristotle's counter- 

claim will again inform how best to understand his own claim. 

Aristotle's concept of specific difference. 

Badiou scorns those who seek to depict 'Deleuze as the joyous thinker of the world's 

confilsion ... Philosophically, the world's confusion undoubtedly means ... that it can be explained 

neither by the One nor by the Multiple'. 1 20 He mocks: 'the commonly accepted image (Deleuze 

116 Aristotle's Categories and De 1nterl)retatione, p78. 
117 Jonathan Barnes, Aristotle (Oxford: Oxford University Press. 1982), p. 40. 
118 Ackri 11, , \nstofle's Categories and De Interpretatione, p7 1. 
119 

. 'VI-slotle. Met. 1003b6- 10, as quoted hy Christopher Shields, Order in MidtiplicitY. - HoinonYmY in the 
Philosophy of. -Iristotle (Oxt ord: Clarendon Press. 1999), p. 221 7. 
120 CB, 1). 10. 
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as liberating the anarchic multiple of desires and errant dnfts)... '. 1 21 In other words, some notion 

of total disorder, of disconnection, is relevant neither to Badiou's own avowed position (the 

reality of the multiple) nor to the position that Badiou accuses Deleuze of adopting: subser\ ience 

to 'the One'. The very first words of the first substantive Chapter of Difi rence and Repetition 

describe, albeit with poetic obscurity, 'the world's confusion': 

Indifference ... the undifferenciated abyss, the black nothingness, the indeterminate animal 
in which everything is dissolved - but also the white nothingness ... upon which float 
unconnected determinations. (28) 

It is significant that this passage is placed immediately prior to the cntique of Aristotle. By 

implication, Aristotle's concept of difference marks an advance. Aristotle is thus the 'sometime' 

friend of difference in that he too denies the world's confusion. For Aristotle, we are told: 

'Difference in general is distinguished from diversity or otherness' (30); and later, despite its 

admittedly negative context, Deleuze concedes: 'generic or categorical difference remains a 

difference in the Aristotelian sense and does not collapse into simple diversity or otherness' (33). 

It is not fanciful of Deleuze to attribute a concept of difference to Aristotle. Deleuze cites 

Metaphysics X, where Aristotle asks: 'What is the greatest differenceT (30). This question is on 

a par with what we shall later see of Deleuze's readings of Spinoza and Ber-ason insofar as both 

of these philosophers also search for the nature of real distinction. Aristotle interprets this search 

in terms of asking, what is the maximum scope, or stretch, of difference? He seeks a 'perfect 

difference'. One is perhaps intuitively tempted to reply that such a perfect, or maximal, 

difference must be that in which two terms contradict one another. This is one of the temptations 

that Deleuze is trying to free us from-, in fact, Aristotle does not succumb to it. In Deleuze's 

reading, Aristotle's failure to set difference 'free' is not a consequence of assigning maximal 

difference to dialectical contradiction (that error is laid at Hegel's door). Deleuze claims that, for 

Aristotle, contradiction is not perfect difference because 'contradiction ... belongs to a subject, but 

only in order to make its subsistence impossible' (30). 1 take this to mean that, for Aristotle, the 

4 pci-fect difference' would be one that is able to survive (to subsist) whereas contradiction is held 

to lead to the destruction of one of the differina terms and, therefore, difference is dissipated. 

In seeking the perfect difference, Aristotle has dismissed contradiction. What is left" Deleuze 
C- 

names Aristotle's solution, 'contrariety'. What characterises this concept of difference is that 

121 CB, p. 11. 
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'two terms differ when they are other, not in themselves but in something else, thus ýý hen they 

also agree in something else' (30). What is intended is best demonstrated in an example. To be 

'different', in the maximal sense that Aristotle seeks, man and bird must first, in some sense, be 

the 'same'; and by the same we are to understand that they share the same concept, e. g. 'animal'. 

Deleuze can assert, therefore, that for Aristotle, perfect difference is always subject to a prior 

identity. This makes sense of the quotation I gave in my introduction to the chapter that, for 

Aristotle, 'assigning a distinctive concept of difference is confused with the inscription of 

difference within concepts in general'. Identity of concept is not sufficient, however, to define 

Aristotle's concept of contrariety: a distinction between matter and form is also brought to bear. 

Differences of matter might be 'contraries', to the extent that they fall within the scope of an 

identical concept, e. g. a white cat and a black cat are both cats, but they cannot be opposed in 

perfect difference. This is because differences of matter 'are corporeal modifications, 'accidents', 

which give us only the 'empirical, accidental concept of a still extrinsic difference'. For 

Aristotle, the perfect or maximal difference is, therefore, a contrariety in essence or form. The 

perfect difference, in effect, becomes a process of determining genus and species. According to t! ) tn 

Aristotle, the members of that 'category' that he calls 'substances' can be hierarchically ordered 

according to a series of increasingly more general essential definitions that give their species and 

genera. Within that structure, Deleuze writes, 'Contrariety in the genus is the perfect and 

maximal difference' (30). Contrariety in 'form' (or essence) becomes synonymous with 'specific 

difference'. 

To follow Nathan Widder's example of what Deleuze means: 'The specific differentia "rational" 

and "winged" define the species "man" and "bird", respectively, within the genus "animal"'. ' 22 

Aristotle's 'greatest difference' is specific difference in that it delineates species within genera. t) 
This reading of Aristotle receives confirmation from outside the Deleuzian discourse. J. M. Le t: ) 

Blond writes: 

There is a third form of analysis that may be used for definition: analysis by genus and 
difference ... It singles out, first, the element an object has in common with other objects t: 71 

(thus in humanity, animality is common to man and to other creatures), and secondly, the 
characteristic that the object alone possesses (in humanity, rationality is the specific 

123 

122 Nathan Widder, 'The Rights of Simulacra: Deleuze and the Univocity of Being', Continental 
Philosoph. v Review, 34 (2001). p. 439. Widdcr seems to go wrong in his choice of differentia because 
I rational' and '\viived' are not on the same range. 
123 J. NI. Le Blond, 'Aristotle on Definition'. in Articles onAristotle V. 3 Metaphysics ed. b) Jonathan 
Barnes, Malcolm Schofield, Richard Soraýji (London: Duckworth, 1979), pp. 63-79 (p. 67) 
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Deleuze wishes to privilege difference over identity. Aristotle's deference to an 'identity' of 

concept is the target of Deleuze's negative critique, but what Deleuze means by 'difference' also 

converges to some extent with Aristotle's notion of difference. Deleuze recognizes and endorses 

the manner in which, for Aristotle, difference can only operate over a certain range. Difference, 

once it is over-stretched, breaks and assumes a different nature. Once it escapes the domain of 

identity it 'tends to become simple otherness ... established between uncombinable objects which 

do not enter into relations of contrariety' (30). This is not difference: this is the realm of the 

black abyss and the total white-out. However, for Deleuze, Aristotle's concept of difference is 

still misleading because 'The manner in which Aristotle distinguishes between difference and 

diversity or otherness points the way: only in relation to the supposed identity of a concept is 

specific difference called the greatest' (31 ). For Aristotle, the concept of 'difference' only makes 

sense relative to a prior concept of 'sameness': sameness comes first. Aristotle's concept of the 

6greatest difference' is relative. It is only the -rcatest difference if one accepts the constraint of 

the prior identity of the concept. 

Generic difference. 

Having following Deleuze's account of Aristotle's concept of 'specific difference', a further 

question becomes inevitable. How are the differences between the genera to be explained? 1-ý 

Williams describes Deleuze's critique of Aristotle as 'extremely dense'. 124 A less charitable 

reader might call it 'tangled'. In trying to untangle it, it is, I suggest, important to recognize that 

Deleuze takes a controversial step: he equates 'genenc difference' (which we might normally 

think of as operating only within the category of substance) to the difference between the 

Catcoories. Hence he writes: I- 

Specific difference is maximal and perfect, but only on the condition of the identity of an 
undetermined concept (genus). It is insignificant, by contrast, in comparison with the 
difference between genera as ultimate determinable concepts (categories), for these latter 

tl 
are not subject to the condition that they share an identical concept or genus. (32) 

There are ovo points here. First, that Aristotle has claimed that he was looking for the 'greatest :D 
difference' and found it in specific difference. Deleuze is surely nght in objecting that the stretch 

of specific difference is 'insignificant' compared to the %vider range of categofical difference. 

124 GD's D&R, p. 61. 
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Thus Aristotle has not found the greatest difference after all. But the second point is the one from 

which Deleuze will extract most of what he wants from Aristotle and which will take us into the 

argument concerning the univocity of Being. The second point is that there is no longer an 
identity of concept between, say, the category 'substance' and the category 'quality'. If there is Z-- 
no such identity, then Aristotle's concept of difference breaks down and he must replace it with 

something else. On this view, generic difference (viewed as the difference between categories) 

cannot operate in the same way as 'specific difference' within a genus because there can be no 

category of all categories, no set of all sets. Or as Badiou would, perhaps, put it: 'the One' does 

not exist. 

One might object that there is an overarching single concept or genus which gathers up all the tl C) 

categories: the grand genus of 'Being'. If that were the case, all the categones do share t) C, 

something: they all exist; and they do, therefore, belong to an identical concept or genus. If such 

a common concept could be sustained then the nature of the difference between the categories 

could still be argued to be akin to specific difference as Aristotle has defined it (in Deleuze's 

reading). If he took that path, Aristotle could claim that his concept of difference was consistent 

after all. In fact, Aristotle spurns any such escape by insisting that 'Being is not a (), enus'. 

It is this denial that places Aristotle and Deleuze temporarily on the same side: neither of them 

wish to accord Being the status of a pnor identity. In Deleuze's case, because it would be fatal to 

his project of insisting that difference is prior to identity. 

Aristotle's argument that Being is not a genus. 

Deleuze alludes to Anstotle's argument in only a shorthand fashion, 'Remember the reason why 

Being itself is not a genus: it is, Aristotle says, because differences are' (32). The argument to C!, r) 

which Deleuze is alluding is conducted within the primary category of substance. Aristotle 

arranoes the cateaory of 'substances' in a hierarchical order. One might conjecture that the genus 
I- 

t: 1 C) 

I animal' might branch so as to distinguish, for example, the species 'man' from 'bird'. Afistotle 

argues that what makes this possible are the various differentia. It is for this reason that Deleuze 

can say of Aristotle's concept of difference that 'Difference then can be no more than a predicate 

in the comprehension of a concept' (32). Anstotle argues that a genus can be predicated of a 

genus cannot be predicated of its differentia. A less obscure way of expressing this 'species, but a L_ t7l 

is to think of what we say and what we do not say. In other words, 'animal' (the genus) can be 

predicated of 'bird' (the species). because we say, -a bird is an animal". But 'animal' (the genus) 
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cannot be predicated of 'winged' (the differentia), because as Widder puts it, we do not say. 

64winged is an animal' . 
125 

Hence, writes Widder, we can see that the overarching concept, the genus, 'denotes what is 

common among its members, not what differentiates them' . 
126 Within each category, the 

difjýrentia themselves lie outside the range of the overarching concept, or genus, that heads that 

category. Hence Aristotle can argue that Being cannot be a genus. If Being were a genus, it 

would not conform to the pattern that we have just analysed in the case of the genus *ammal'. If 

Being were a genus it would mean that the differentia fall inside the overarching concept of 

Being; in other words, 'winged' is something. Albeit that the locution is an odd one, we do seem 

to say something meaningful when we say, "winged is". It is to this, therefore, that Deleuze is 

alluding to when we writes: 'Remember the reason why Being itself is not a genus: it is, Aristotle 

says, because differences are'. On this view, Being cannot be a genus in the way that 'animal' is, b In 

because 'Being' can be predicated of the differentia themselves. Deleuze is not innovating here 

but simply reporting Aristotle's own argument. Widder quotes a relevant passage from Aristotle's Z-) 

M0(1J)/1VSiCN: 

It is impossible for either Unity or Being to be one genus of existing things. For there t7ý 
must be differentiae of each genus, and each differentia must be one; but it is impossible 
either for the species of the genus to be predicated of the specific differentia, or for the 
genus to be predicated without its species. Hence if Unity or Being is a genus, there will 
be no differentia Being or Unity. 127 

Where Deleuze innovates is in his assumption that we may apply exactly the same argument 

ýicross an inter-categorial context. Thus far we have seen that the genus 'animal', say, within the 

cmegory of substance, cannot be headed by a grand genus of Being because the differentia are. 

We must now assume, accordina to Deleuze, that the differences between the ten categories fall 

prey to the same objection. But in this wider context it is difficult to see what would count as the 

'differentia' (that are) in the same way as occurred within the category of substance. Be that as it 

may, we are left with the problem of how to explain the nature of the differences between the 

cýiteoorles. As Deleuze summarises the position, Aristotle concludes that '-Deneric differences are tl 
2 of another nature' (3.9-). 

125 . The Rights of'Sullulacra', p. 440. 
126 

Ibid. 
127 

. \, _iSOtle, Metaphysics trans. hy Hugh Tredennick (Cambridge: Loeb Classics, 1933) 3.3, p. 119-, as 
quoted by Widder, 'The Rights of Simulacra'. pp. 440-441. 
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Analogy, homonymy and the equivocity of Being. 

According to Deleuze, Aristotle resolves the impasse via the concept of 'analogy'. If Being is not 

a genus, Aristotle must explain the difference between the categories bY means that preser%c 

connection but depart from the principle of prior identity. In Deleuze's reading, Aristotle finds 
I 

that alternative via the concept of analogy. How does the concept of analogy relate to univocity z: 1 - 

and equivocity? Although it is important to note that it is set in the context of the later 

Scholastics, Richard Cross gives a helpful account of what is at stake here: 

We often use one and the same word in many different contexts. Sometimes we will be 
using the word in the same sense in these different contexts, and sometimes we will be 
using the word in different senses in these different contexts. If we are using the word in 
the same sense, we could say that we are using it univocally. If we are using it in wholly 
different and unrelated senses, we could say that we are using it equivocallv. But we 
sometimes use a word in different but related or similar senses. In this case, we could say 
that we are using the word analogically. 128 

In effect, analogy is a 'half-way house' between univocity and equivocity. Cross explains that by 

'the same sense' he means having the same 'lexical definition' but we should not make the 

mistake of concluding that the issue is, therefore, purely semantic: 'we can talk of a word's 

having two (or more) similar senses only if there is something in common between the two 

scnses. But the senses can have something in common only if the attnbutes signified by the terms 1..;, 4: ) 

themselves have something in common'. Deleuze explicitly ties Aristotle's concept of analogy to 

Aristotle's doctrine concerning the nature of Being: 'The equivocity of being is quite particular: it b 
is a matter of analogy' (33). In other words, all existing things do not have an equal share in 

t, t, 
Being but, nevertheless, they are still connected: they all have a share. 

Deleuze is wrong to attribute a concept of analogy to Aristotle in this context. 129 With regard to 

Aristotle's complex position in respect of the possibility of a general science of Being, modem 

scholarship takes its cue from G. E. L Owen's paper, first published in the early 1960s, 'Logic and 

128 Richard Cross, Duns Scolltv (New York and Oxford: Oxford Unk, ci-sity Press, 1999), p. 33. And 
suhsc(lucrit ref. 
129 lndccd DcleLI/C SCCII1S to concede as mUch himself': 'NNc know that Aristotle himseli'did not speak of 
analoov with rcý, -ard to being', Difference and Repention, p. 308 Note no. 5. 

Z71.1 - 
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Metaphysics in Some Earlier Works of Aristotle'. '30 Here Owen coined the key term 'focal 

meaning' and distinguished it from analogy: 

The claim of [Metaphysics] IV that 'being' is an expression with focal meaning is a claim 
that statements about non-substances can be reduced to - translated into - statements 
about substances; and it seems to be a corollary of this theory that non-substances cannot 
have matter or form of their own since they are no more than the logical shadows of 
substance. The formulation in terms of 'analogy' involves no such reduction and is 
therefore free to suggest that the distinction of form, privation and matter is not confined 
to the first category. To establish a case of focal meaning is to show a particular 
connexion between the definitions of a olychrestic word. To find an analogy, whether p t: 1 between the uses of such a word or anything else, is not to enoaoe in any such analysis of ý__ In- 

meanings: it is merely to arrange certain terms in a (supposedly) self-evident scheme of 
proportion. 131 

Although still taking his bearings from Owen, Christopher Shields' more recent work situates the 

issue on ontological as opposed to semantic grounds. His new terminology distinguishes between 

trivial homonymy and the more profound brand of it upon which Anistotle's claims in respect of 

the science of being are based. 'Discrete Homonymy' comes about because the definition of the 

term 'sharp', as it would apply to a trumpet player, bears no relation to the definition of the word 

'sharp' as it might apply to a philosophy student. There is no overlap between the two 

definitions. For homonymy to get philosophically interesting it is necessary that the definitions 

overlap. Aristotle's stock example of overlapping definitions is that of 'health'. It makes sense 

to speak of 'Socrates' health' but it also makes sense to speak of the 'health of Socrates' 

complexion'. 'Health' operates as a homonym in this example because it can be used both of 

Socrates and of his complexion, but the definition that one might offer of health, when applied to 

Socratcs, and health when applied to Socrates' complexion, would be different. Nevertheless, 

thosc definitions overlap. The definitions of the meaning of the 'sharp trumpet player' and the 

, sharp philosophy student' miss one another completely. The issues at stake in defining the 

'health of Socrates' and the 'health of Socrates' complexion', although different, do not miss one 

another entirely. Shields calls this 'Core-Dependent Homonymy' and it is this concept that leads 

us to how homonymy is applied, by Aristotle, to 'Being'. 132 In the case of Being, substance- Z71 
Bein- would form the core notion and quality-Being etc. are core-dependent homonyms. 

I- t: l 

130 G. E. 1- 'Logic and Metaphysics In Sonic Earlicr Works of Aristotle', in Logic, Science, and 
Dialectic. - Collected Papers ill Greek Philosophy cd. by Martha Nussbaum (New York: Cornell University 
Pi-css, 1986). pp. 180-199. 
131 , Lo, -, ic and Mciaph\,, ic-, in Sonic Earlier Works of Aristotle', pp. 1922- 193. 

1- 132 Oj-dj,, - ill Multiplicity, Chapter 4. 
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Aristotle argues that all the categoneý of Being, though non-univocal, are related to the central 

category of substance-Being. 

Having said that, the status of Aristotle's demonstration for the equivocity of Being is the subject 

of much scholarly controversy. I cling to the fact that the only scholarly consensus that exists, as 

to what Aristotle's argument actually is - is that there is no such consensus. Hence, we find 

Lewis warning: 'we must reckon with the extreme diversity of scholarly opinion on even the 

basic outline of Aristotle's arguments" 33 
. Shields agrees with Lewis only to the extent of also 

asserting that there is no semblance of a scholarly agreement on what the argument i. s; callino it 'a 

disarray'. 1 34 Shields considers that the most promisi itri Ii ing reconstruction of Aristotle's 

argument is that the homonymy of Being can be inferred directly or indirectly from the theory of 

the categories. Shields comments that, 'this... approach is most important because it represents 

what I take to be Aristotle's own attempt to establish the non-univocity of being'. Shields argues 

that Aristotle infers from the doctrine of the categories to the homonymy of being: 

Those things are said to be kath' hauta that the types of the catecories signify; for to ei'nal C, 
signifies in just as many ways as the types. Since some of the categones signify what the t) tl 

subject is, others its quality, others its quantity, other relation, others activity or passivity, 
others its place, others its time, 'being' signifies the same as each of these. ' 35 

tý 

Although obscurely expressed, let us be clear that in Shields' reading, Aristotle tells us that 

'bein, -, signifies differently in each of the different categories'. ' 36 Hence, the 'is' in 'Socrates is' 
ZI C, 

II 

is apparently taken to signify something different from the 'is' in 'Blueness is'. If we are nght 

to spurn a purel-N, semantic understanding of what it is to 'signify', we can read Aristotle to mean 

that 'what it is for Socrates to be is not the same as what it is for a colour to be'. The direct 

M-I'Lli-nent from the catecrones to the homonymy of Being claims that we are 'ustified in moving I- tl j Z: ) 
1'rorn the recognition that there are radically different 'kinds' of thing that exist (which everyone 

would orant), to the distinctive claim that each of those 'kinds' (as defined by the categories) has 
I- 

a different 'way' of existing. But the direct argument moves too suddenly to be convincing. If 

thcrc is any appeal in Aristotle's argument it is only perhaps in the notion that the categories are r) Z: ) 
not equal. Armed with that idea, we can move beyond mere intuition to the distinctive claim that 

133 Frank A. Lewis. 'Aristotle on the Homonymy of Being', Philosophy and Phenomenological Research 
No, I (Jan 200-4), 1-36 (p. 19). 
134 Ordcr in AlultiplicItY. p5. Subsequent ret's.. p. 2-16. 
135 MertiphYm'cs \. 7 (10171'22-7). as quoted hý Shields, p. 2-44. 
136 Order in Nlultipficit\. p. 2144. 

Subsequent refs.: p-2244-245. 



the category of substance has some sort of intuitive priority. It does seem reasonable, for 

example, to claim that the contents of the category of 'place' could not have an existence of aný 

sort, without there first being some contents in the category of substance, to inhabit those places. 
What is it that makes us think that way? One answer is what Shields calls the 'bold 

conjecture ... that these different kinds of being are different ways of being or that the different 

kinds of entities have different ways of being'. However, I rest my own case on Shields' 

damning conclusion of his survey of all attempted reconstructions of Aristotle's arguments: 

'When we attempt to defend some precise version of Aristotle's contention, we find it wanting, 
137 This is because the doctrine is false' 
. 

Individual difference. 

I have disputed Deleuze's attribution of a concept of analogy to Aristotle. However, even if 

Aristotle did not rely on analogy, the later Scholastics did. We may, then, pick up the thread of 

Deleuze's argument in this new context. The Scholastics sought to solve the problem of the 

relation between God and the world. If God is not at the apex of his created order but transcends 

it, how is any natural knowledge of the divine possible (i. e. knowledge not given via divine 

revelation)? Aquinas answers this question via the notion of analogy. In the Summa Theologt(v 

we find an argument structured in terms of species and genera and, therefore, at least reminiscent 4: 5 

of that which we have followed in Aristotle, albeit that it is expressed in terms of the locus of 

agent (cause) and effect rather than differentia. Aquinas writes: 'When men reproduce zn 

themselves, agent and effect are of one species and their likeness is specific likeness. " 38 

Aquinas steps from there to the position whereby cause and effect lie outside the same species but 

within the same genus and, from there, to consider the position, 'If the agent were outside even 

-enus'. In this latter case, we are told: 'Its effect would bear an even remoter resemblance to the 
I- 
agent, presenting only the sort of analogy that holds between all things that have existence in tl r) C) 

common. And this is how everything that receives existence from God resembles him'. Hence, 

to return to the original problem of the relationship between God and his creatures, the being of t7l 
God is not said in the same sense as the being of Man, but the two senses stand in a proportional 

relationship to one another. If such a relationship exists then natural knowledge of God is made 

possible. As Widder puts it, a concept such as wisdom *can apply to God in a primary way, and 

137 Order in MultiplicitY, p. 266- 
138 Aquinas, St. Thomas. Sumina Theologiw: A Concise Translation, ed bv Timothy %iIcDermot (London: 
Methuen, 19921), p. 17. Subsequent ref,,.: p. 17. 
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in a subsidiary, but related way, to his creations'. ' 39 Hence, 'analogy offers a middle position 
between pure univocity and equivocity of meanings'. 

Deleuze argues that analogy, within Aristotle's scheme as interpreted by the scholastics. produces 

a fresh and fatal inconsistency. We saw earlier how the concept of difference that worked for the 

species within a genus, failed to work for the differences between categories because there could 
be no parallel to the overarching identity in a shared concept. The notion of analogy seeks to Z__ 
resolve this by providing the basis for another sort of connection. But Deleuze argues, the site of Z: ) 

inconsistency now shifts to the lowest level of aggregation in the hierarchy Aristotle proposed: 

the level of individuals. Below the species, 'man', for example, are individuals: Socrates and 
Plato. How are they to be distinguished? In other words, what concept of difference is to be 

applied to individuals? Now one might posit things like, Socrates has a snub-nose whereas Plato 

has a Roman nose, Socrates is short, Plato is tall etc. But these are mere 'accidentals'. These 

kinds of differences between individuals cannot conform to the pattern of 'specific difference' 

because the differences between individuals do not 'define' the individual in the way that the 

differences between species defined the species. Aristotle seeks to relieve this fresh difficulty by 

claiming, as Widder puts it, that 'one can have knowledge of more general categones such as tý 

. 
140 But Deleuze is surely species, but only recognition of individuals as belonging to a species' 

right to object that Aristotle's claim is weak because the individual is 'more real' than the species 

to which it belonas. Thus, even if analogy could explain the difference between categories, it t_ý t) 4: 5 

cannot explain the difference between individuals. There can be no question of a relationship of 

proportion between Plato and Socrates. As Widder puts it, 'What makes Socrates this particular 

nian does not make him more of a man than Plato' . 
141 Deleuze concludes, 'It is ... inevitable that 

analogy falls into an unresolvable difficulty: it must essentially relate being to particular existents, 

but at the same time it cannot say what constitutes their individuality' (38). One might take the Z! ) 

view that, despite Deleuze's objections, Aristotle's schema is eminently sensible and forms part 

of our mental furniture simply because it works. But in doing so, one must choose deliberately to 

o\'erlook its formal inconsistencies. It works neither at the top nor at the bottom. Hence Deleuze 

can say, 'It is not, therefore, surprising that from the standpoint of analogy, everything happens in 

the middle repions of genus and species' (38). 
I- C_ 

139 , The Rkdits ofsiniulacra', p. 442. And subsequent ref. 
140 Fhe Riglits of Siniulacra', p. 440, and note 13, rclý ing on Aristotle, Metapftsics, 7.10, pp. 361-363. 
141 rhc RiAts of Siniulacra'. p. 443. 



54 

An objection. 

Is this really 'an unresolvable difficulty'? Let us consider the argument that has been pivotal to 
Deleuze's claim: the supposed demonstration that 'Being is not a genus'. Deleuze, and indeed 
Widder on Deleuze's behalf, are too quick to accept this as proven. Shields argues that 

Aristotle's argument fails. We first need to step back to consider how, in detail, Aristotle's 

argument supposed to work? Shields quotes a relevant passage from Aristotle's Metaphysics: 

If the universal is always more of a principle, then it is clear that the highest amono the 
genera will be principles. For these are said of all things. There will be, consequently, as 
many principles of beings as there are primary genera, so that both being and one will be 
principles and substances, for these, most of all, are said of all beings. For it is necessary 
that the differentia of each genus be and that they each be one; yet it is impossible either 
for the species of the genus to be predicated of their own differentiae or for the genus to 
be predicated of its own differentiae in the absence of its species. Hence, if either one or 
being is a genus, no differentia will either be or be one. However, unless they are genera, 
they will not be principles, if indeed the genera are principles. 142 

Shields posits two possible reconstructions of the mechanics of the above argument. It will serve 

my point only to rehearse one of these reconstructions 143 : 

(1) Suppose being and one are genera 
(2) Every differentia of a genus (a) exists and (b) is one. 
(3) Hence, (a) the differentia of being will (i) exist and (ii) be one; and (b) the differentia of one 

will (1) exist and (ii) be one. 
(4') If (3a. i) the genus 'being' will be predicated of its differentia in the absence of its species. 
(5') If (3b. ii), the genus 'one' will be predicated of its differentia in the absence of its species. 
(6') It is not possible for a genus to be predicated of its own differentiae in the absence of its 
species. 
(7) Therefore, neither (3) nor (4') is true. 
(8) Hence, either (1) or (2) is false. 
(9) Proposition (2) is true. 

144 (10) Hence, (1) our ofiginal proposition, is false. 4: ) 

The most immediate point of interpretation concerns the puzzling clause (that appears in step 4') 

that, if being is a genus, then being will be predicated of its differentiae 'in the absence of its 

species'. One way to deal with this is to read it in such a way as, simply, to collapse it into the 
145 

claim that *the genus cannot be predicated of the differentia' 
. Shields justification for this Z: I 

141 Aristotle, MetalAysics iii. 3 (9WI7-28), as quoted by Shields, pp. 247-8. 
143 Mthough the workings of the alterriatkc reconstruction differ somewhat, the outcome is the same: the 
demonstration falls. 
144 Shields. Ortlci- in mattilWicity, p. 249. The second argument on this page. 
145 Or(lei- in Multiplicity , p. 253. Subsequent refs.: p. 25 1. 



reading stems from Topics vi. 6 where Anstotle 'elucidates the requirements for intra-categonal 

predication, and clanfies the way predications involving the differentia function in essence- 

specifying definitions'. An example makes things clearer. Aristotle means that it it-ould make 

sense to say 'two-footed man is an animal'. Here, Being ("is") - is predicated of its differentia 

("two-footed") but the species Crnan') is present. By contrast, it does not make sense to saý. 
'being two-footed is an animal' because the species ('man') is absent. In other , ýýords, 'if one 

predicates the genus in the absence of the species ... then an illicit predication results'. If Anstotle 

is to overturn the assumption that Being is a genus (step I in the above argument) then the whole 

weight of the argument rests on step (W). If it is possible for a genus to be predicated of its 

differentia, then the supposition that Being is a genus may stand; if it is not possible for a genus to C, 

be predicated of its differentia, then the supposition is disallowed: Being is not a genus. 4_: ý tn 

Deleuze does not set out his own reasoning in any detail at all. But Widder, in his arguments on 

Deleuze's behalf, simply assumes that because we do not say things like 'being two-footed is an 

animal', it must follow that the genus cannot be predicated of its differentia. But although such bb 

locutions sound nonsensical, is that necessarily enough to convince us that this kind of 

predication is always illicit? Aristotle claims that, 'since every animal is either an individual or a 
146 

species, then if the differentia are animals, they too must be either individuals or species' . The 

point is, of course, that the differentia 'two-footed', for example, is a 'quality' not an individual 

or a species. The genus contains only the species and the individual members of those species. 

Hence, Shields summarises Aristotle's claim as being that 'we force the differentia into the wrong 

cmcgory by trying to predicate the genus of it in the absence of the species whose differentia it 

is'. Deleuze apparently accepts something like this argument without demur. Shields, however, 

finds grounds to conclude that it 'is not compelling'. 

Shields' objection goes as follows. If the genus is to be predicated, the genus itself must be some 

sort of property. It is what Shields calls a 'privileged property', and what he means by this is that tl 
privileged properties are onl predicated of substances. All substances are either individuals or y 

sl)ccies. Shields think that Aristotle is justified, in his 'preferred categories', in concluding that if t: ) tl 
the ocinis can properly be predicated of the differentia, then 'the differentia must be an individual 

or ýi species'. 147 It does not accord with our intuitions to regard say, 'being two-footed', as either Z__ ý7 

146 Aristot I e, Topics. 14411-3. as quoted by Shields, p. 252. Subsequent refs.: Order ill Multiplicity p. -25 
1. 

ýý7 "53. 
Or&, r ill Milli iplicity, p. 254. Subsequent ref.. p--254. 
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itself being a species of animal or an individual animal. Therefore, Aristotle is right, thus far, to 

claim that we cannot properly predicate the genus of the differentia. But. Shields argues, surely C71 
with some Justice, that Aristotle has no right simply to export what is true of the category of 

substance to the posited grand category of 'Being': 

If there is a summum genus of being, then any given differentia falling under it 'ýý ill exist 
and so will have its genus predicated of it. Yet nothing requires that this differentia be tl 
treated as a species or individual other than the general principle that if G is a genus 
predicated of S, S must be either a species or an individual-In seeking to apply this 
principle to a postulated category of being 

... Aristotle presumes that we have independent 
reason for supposing that it would hold true even in the case of being ... the ... ar(yument 
under consideration provides no such independent grounding t) C), 

Shields denies that the genus- spec ies-i ndi vidual pattern must necessarily obtain within all tiers of 

the categorial hierarchy in the same way. In other words, the grand category of 'Being' could t:: ) t7l t: ) 
legitimately differ. I suggest that the same argument might be used against Deleuze's insistence t. 71 4n t7l 

that the concept of difference must apply consistently at all tiers of the genus-species-individual 

pattern. 

Interim conclusion. 

Deleuze, who asserts the univocity of Being, has no argument by virtue of which it is 

demonstrated. If this seems shocking, it is no less shocking than the fact that Aristotle, who 

denies the univocity of Being, does not have an argument either. I have showed how Deleuze's 

critique of Aristotle contains some serious flaws. What would Deleuze have made of these 

objections? Although we do not know how he would have responded to particular objections, we 

do know what he thought about objections in general. In conversation with Parnet, Deleuze said: Z> t7l 
"E\, cry time someone puts an objection to me, I want to say: Ok, Ok, let's go on to something 

Clse". 
148 May tells us that 'This is not because he does not want to be faced with any 

shortcomings his work might have'. More trenchant critics will, of course, tend to think 

otherwise. 

But it is possible, in this context, to put a positive spin on Deleuze's programme of always C) 
wishing to ',, o on to something else'; of not allowino objections to form an impasse to 

I- 
Z7 C, 

148 DeleLI/e and Parnet, Dialogues P. 1. as cited and translated by May. Gilles Deleuze. - An Inti-oducholl, 
p. 22. Subsequent ret'.. May. p. 222. 



philosophical creativity. Deleuze, by engaging with Aristotle's argument conceminc, first 

specific and then generic difference, is provoked into discovering a way of thinking about 

difference that are important to his project: 'difference in itself is not going to be a product of a 

prior identity. Further, we can at least follow the argument that if the 'categories' are not 

connected by virtue of their identity within a higher genus, how are they connected" Deleuze 

argues that Aristotle, unwittingly, points the way to a new and radical philosophy of difference. 

This unwitting sign, from Aristotle, seems to excite Deleuze intensely and inforrn his whole 

philosophical project. Aristotle fumbles with this notion of a difference of 'another nature. 

Deleuze claims to be able to form it into a new philosophy: 

It is as though there were two "Logo]", differing in nature but intermingled with one 
another: the logos of Species 

... which rests upon the condition of identity or univocity of 
concepts ... taken as genera; and the logos of Genera ... which is free of that 
condition ... above all is this not ... a new chance for a philosophy of difference? Will it 
not lead towards an absolute concept, once liberated from the condition which made 
difference an entirely relative maximum? (32-33) 

For Williams, Aristotle's commitment to equivocity is a pnnciple of disconnection: 

It is different to be a rock and an animal - they are in different ways. Therefore, to be is 
to be what you are and not simply to be. Being is equivocal and the relation between tl 
different existents is analogical ... What you are disconnects you from other things ... and 
positions you in a hierarchy of distinct sets or categories. 149 

This seems to me to be an accurate assessment of Aristotle's position and also to mark Aristotle 

as the enemy of Deleuze's project. Deleuze's notion of the multiple is, precisely, one that 

facilitates radical connections and forbids any limitation on those connections by virtue of prior 

fixed categories. For Aristotle, as Williams puts it: 'To be is to be what you are and not simply to 

be'. Another way of putting this, I suggest, is to say that there is nothing which all existents 4-) týl t> 

share. For Deleuze, Being is not an empty term. Williams writes, for Deleuze: 'All things are in 

the sýime way and this way has substantial attributes'. In other words, there is something that all t) 

existents share. Hence, Deleuze finds some value in talking of 'Being'. The point is, that this C) Z-- 

something' that all existents share is not identity but difference. Being, for Deleuze, is 
L, In 

diffei-ence: 'Beino is said in a single and same sense of everything of which it is said, but that of 

\\, h1cli it is said differs: it is said of difference itself (36). Being, therefore, is not static, it is 

149 GD's D&, R, p. 63. 
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dynamic. All the things that are, share a constant state but, paradoxical though it may sound, that 

constant state is only the state of 'becoming'. This is not to say that Deleuze will deny the 

obvious fact that things fall into group, it is instead to deny that things must fall into certain 

groups. Eugene Holland writes, with reference to Deleuze's concept of nomadicism: 'The 

organisation of a nomadic group is not imposed from above by a transcendent command'. ' 50 Or 

as Colebrook concedes: 'There are still hierarchies but these are not determined by a separate 

principle'. 151 

150 Eugene Holland, 'Nomadicism +Citizenship', in The DeleuzeDictionarv, pp. 183-184 (p. 183). 
151 Colebrook, 'Nomad icism', in The Deleuze Dictionary, pp. ] 80-182 (p. 18 1). 
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Chapter 3. The shackle of opposition: Hegel. 

Introduction to the chapter. 

This chapter continues my analysis of Chapter One of Difference and Repetition. Deleuze's 

overall objective is 'To rescue difference from its maledictory state' (29). To do this he claims he 

must release it from 'the four shackles of mediation. Difference is "mediated" to the extent that it 
is subjected to the fourfold root of identity, opposition, analogy and resemblance' (29). In the 

previous chapter of the thesis I followed Deleuze's critique of Aristotle's concept of difference 

which was mediated by identity and analogy. Deleuze goes on to claim that it is Hegel who 

shackles difference to 'opposition'. Much of Deleuze's explicit critique of Hegel in Chapter One 

of Difference and Repetition is aimed at characterising Hegel as the philosopher of infinite 

representation (42-50). 1 argue that this informs our view of how Deleuze's own philosophy is 

'grounded' in the virtual. 

In Nietzsche and Phdosophy, Deleuze writes: 'If we do not discover its target the whole of 

Nietzsche's philosophy remains abstract and barely comprehensible'. ' 52 The hidden target that 

Deleuze discovers on our behalf is Hegel. Deleuze's claim in respect of Nietzsche can be turned 

against Deleuze himself. Deleuze's philosophy becomes clearer when seen in relation to Hegel's 

philosophy. Hardt argues that the Deleuzian philosophy of difference (one might equally say 

4 multiplicity') can be read as a critique of 'dialectical thought'. As Hardt sees it, Deleuze's whole 

project is to make sense of the idea of a 'nondialectical difference'. ' 53 'Dialectical' can, and 

does, mean many different things, not all of which are at variance with Deleuze's methods and 

purposes. However, Hardt is referring specifically to the Hegelian dialectic. Traditional wisdom 

"issions to Heael's dialectic the formula: thesis, antithesis and synthesis. M. J. Inwood cites Ln t-) 
Kaufmann's warning: 'The triad of thesis, antithesis, and synthesis is encountered in Kant, Fichte 

and Schelling, but mentioned only once in the twenty volumes of Hegel's works'. 1 54 In 

mitio, ation, Inwood wfites: 'althouah most of Hegel's triads do not in fact conform to the pattern Lý tl 4! ) 

of thesis-antithesis-synthesis ... 
it is not obvious that the use of these words misrepresents his 

intentions'. What is not in question, as Inwood puts it, is that: 'Thinking, and indeed everything 

else, develops, on Hegel's \, Ie\\,, by the emergence of contradictions and the attempt to overcome Z, C) 

152 
p 

153 Gilles in Philosoph 
' 
N" pxii. 

154 NIT In\\ ood, Hegel (London: Roulledge N: Ke-an Paul, 1983), p-550. Subsequent ref. p. 55 1. 
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them'. In Hegel's own words: 'The insight that the nature of thinking itself is dialectical. that, as 

understanding, it must fall into the negative of itself, into contradiction, is a main feature of 
logic'. ' 55 Hence, by 'the shackle of opposition', Deleuze means that Hegel's concept of 
difference is constrained by contradiction, by negation. 

In the Preface to Difference and Repetition, Deleuze situates a radical notion of difference (by 

implication, his own) with reference to an older one that has outstayed its welcome. We are told 

that a new notion of difference is 'in the air' (xix). This new notion is said to have already *taken 

the place ... of identity and contradiction' (xlx). Whether or not Deleuze is justified in claiming 

victory over an old philosophical hegemony is beside the point. The point is, rather, that if such a 

new notion of difference is 'in the air' then its (over-the-honzon) target is Hegel. Later in the t: ) tl 
Preface this is made more explicit by Deleuze's reference to what he calls 'a generalized anti- 

Hegelianism' (xix). However, we should note Williams' warning: *This is the first trap of the 

book. ' 156 1 do not fall into the trap: I shall argue that Deleuze is closer to Hegel than he likes to 

pretend. 

If the Deleuzian project can be importantly illuminated by reference to Hegel, why is Deleuze's 

critique of Hegel in Difference and Repetition so relatively thin? I have shown how Deleuze 

contended acainst Aristotle via an engagement with the particulars of Aristotle's arguments; tl t_ý C, 

Deleuze enters into no such parallel engagement with Hegel's arguments. Part of my reply to the 

question I have posed is to admit that we must support Difference and Repetition by reference to 

earlier material. I shall rely in part, therefore, on Deleuze's early (1956) essay 'Bergson's 

Conception of Difference'. But even here, Deleuze seems deliberately to mask his own position 

relative to Heael. Hardt araues that Deleuze attacks 'proximate enemies': these being the, so- 

called, 'Mechanicists' and Plato. Hardt terms this, Deleuze's 'method of triangulation' because at 

the apex of the triangle lies Bergson. 157 It is from Bergson, therefore, that Deleuze picks up the 

tenu 'mechanicists', used to describe Darwin and his heirs. 158 Darwinism is a Iong way from 

He-clianism. However, for Bergson, and in his train Deleuze, Darwinism is used as a weapon I- r) 
against Heochanism. Some of the substantive work of the chapter will follow Hegel's famous 
t, t, Zý, 

155 Hegel, Enz. vklopddie der philosophischen Wl'ssenschaften, vol. LI 1, as c, ted by Inwood, p. 292. 
156 GD's D&R, p. 2 (). 
157 Gi - fles Pelcu, -. c. - An, A[. ýprenriceshij,? i'n Philosoph 

, v. p. 4. 
I 5x See for cxample, the way that '[in] the final pages of Creative Evolution ... Bergson rebukes the 
mechanishc model ol'blological evolution propounded by Herbert Spencer... '. John Mullarkeý *The Rule 
ol'Dichotomy. Bergson's Genetics of'Matter'. Pli, 15 (2004). 12 5- 143 (p. 126). 
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argument that Being must be 'determinate'; against this, Bergson-Deleuze insist on the 

, indeterminacy' of Being as a pre-requisite for the infinite creativity of the processes of Life and 
hence Darwin is sucked into the argument. 

Immanence and expression. 

Hardt is wrong to claim that Deleuze never engages with Hegel's arguments directly. I also 

support the analysis of Chapter One of Difference and Repetition with a reading of one of 

Deleuze's very earliest pieces of philosophical writing: his 1955 review of Jean Hyppolite's 

Logic and Existence. 159 Kerslake argues that this review 'both makes clear how much [Deleuze] 

accepts of Hyppolite's reading of Hegel and provides, the only published plan ... in which 
160 [Deleuze] lays out the aims of his future philosophical project' . In this chapter I pick up on 

this suggestion in order to consider how Deleuze's critique of Hegel allows us to anticipate some 

aspects of the final destination of Deleuze's argument in Difference and Repetition. For 

Kerslake, the key to Deleuze's project is the problem of immanence. At the heart of my thesis is 

the problem of univocity. In chapter 7 of the thesis I show how the themes of immanence and 

univocity converge in Deleuze's espousal of a kind of Spinozism. I must explain how, for 

Deleuze, Spinoza is both the champion of univocity and the avatar of immanence. Deleuze's 

reading of Hegel becomes a necessary preparation for the later reading of Spinoza. L) 

Kerslake poses an urgent question, how should we define 'immanence'? The ea týl sy answer is that, 

as 'immanence' is the opposite of 'transcendence', it can be taken to mean a 'God-less' system of 

thought. Such a definition would seem to resonate with Spinoza's reputation for pantheism but it 

does not get us very far because it fails sufficiently to characterise the precise attraction of 

Spinozism for Deleuze. There are many God-less systems, why would Deleuze choose 

Spinoza's'? Indeed, Hegel's God seems quite as remote from the God of Christian revelation as 

Spiiioza's and yet, for Deleuze, Hegel is the enemy whereas Spinoza is the Christ of 

Philosophers. Kerslake suggests what might prove be a more promising definition: 'in a In It, 
philosophy of immanence, thought is shown to be fully expressive of being; there is no moment 

of **transcendence" of being to thought'. 161 

159 Gilics DcICUIC, 'Revieý, v of Jcan Hyppolite, Logique et Evistence' published as an appendix in Jean 
1INppollic, Logic em(l Evisteiice, trans. by Leonard La%% lor and Arnit Sen (New York: State Univers1tv of 
Ncw 'i'ork Prcss, 1997), pp. 191-195. 
160 , TheVertigoofPhilosophy. Deleu zc and the Probl ern of Immanence', p. 11. 
161 'Tiie Vertigo of Philosophy*, p. 10. 
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Charles Taylor argues that the cultural shift from Enlightenment to Romanticism had, at its core. 

4a central problem' which demanded a solution from 'the thinkers of this time [including Hegel]. C, I-- 

It concerned the nature of human subjectivity and its relation to the world'. 162 Taylor writes: 

[The] epistemological innovators, the modems of the seventeenth century 
[Enlightenment] directed their scom ... against Aristotelian science, and that view of the 
universe which had become intricated with it in Medieval and early Renaissance 
thought ... From the modem point of view, these earlier visions betrayed a 
deplorable... weakness of men, a self-indulgence wherein they projected on things the 
forms which they most desire to find. 

Taylor argues that the essential difference between the 'modem' Enlightenment world-view and 

the one it replaced was that: 

The modem subject is self-defining, where on previous views the subject is defined in 
relation to a cosmic order ... the shift that occurs in the seventeenth century ... is ... a shift to 
the modern notion of the self. It is this kind of notion which underlies Descartes' cogito, 
where the existence of the self is demonstrated while that of everything outside, even 
God, is in doubt'. 163 

Alongside this change in the perception of the self, the world, in-itself, becomes 'devoid of 

intrinsic meaning': it becomes 'objectified'. On this view, the process of objectification spreads 

to become the project of the science of man: 

The age of Enlightenment was evolving an anthropology which was an amalgam, not 
entirely consistent, of two things: the notion of self-defining objectivity ... and the view of 
man as part of nature ... These two aspects did not always sit well together. ' 64 

This tension is the key problem of Hegel's generation, for example: Z: ) 

Herder reacts against the anthropology of the Enlightenment ... against the analysis of the 
human mind into different faculties, of man into body and soul ... And he is one of the 
principal of those responsible for developing an alternative anthropology, one centred on 
the categories of expression. 165 

162 Charles Taylor, Hegel (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1977), pp. 3-5. Subsequent ref., p. 5. 
163 Hegel, p. 6. Subsequent rcl'-, p-9. 
164 Hegel, p. 10. Subsequent rct'.. p. 1 I- 
165 Hegel, p. 13. Subsequent ref'.. p. 14. 



03 

I have dwelt on this background: first, because Taylor claims that the categorý- of expression is 

4central to any understanding of Hegel'; and second, because the concept of 'expression' becomes 

the focus of Deleuze's reading of Spinoza. 

Are we, then, to understand 'expressionism' as a kind of nostalgic hankering after the pre- 

modernist view in which the faculties of men and women were ordered so as to match the 

intrinsic order of the world and, therefore, allowed us to read the meaning of the world like a 

book? Taylor argues not. In the Romantic age, which Hegel criticised but of which he was, 

nevertheless, a part - 'expressing oneself had not the linguistic connotation of the old-world 

view but instead, as Taylor puts it, was more like: '[a] giving vent to, a realizing in external 

reality of something we feel or desire ... what is expressed is a subject, or some state of a subject'. 

In chapter 7,1 show how Deleuze grafts a concept of expression onto the philosophy of Spinoza. 

He was not the first to do so, Taylor writes: 

Herder and those of his generation ... were ... greatly influenced by Spinoza. This may be 
surprising in that Spinoza was the great philosopher of the anti-subject, the philosopher 
who ... seems to take us beyond and outside of subjectivity. But the age in receiving him t-) 4: > 

imposed a certain reading on Spinoza. His philosophy was not seen as denying an 
understanding of human life as self-unfolding ... 

What Spinoza seemed to offer ... was a 
vision of the way in which the finite subject fitted into a kind of universal current of 
life. 166 

I suo, (Yest that this is also redolent of Deleuze's view. r) 1-1) 

The logic of 'not'. 

With regard to the grand structure of Hegel's oeuvre, Peter Singer writes: 'Both The 
t: ) tl 

Phenoinenolog-N, of Mind and The Science of Logic ... have the same process as their subject, the 

process of Mind coming to know itself as ultimate reality'. 167 Indeed, the same goes for the 

whole corpus of Hegel's writings which Taylor bundles together as 'the philosophy of nature and t-ý tl tl 
the philosophy of spirit-, which is ... 

laid out in the latter two sections of the Enc-Vlopaedia, and in 

the various works which expand parts of this, such as the Philosoph-N, of Right, philosophies of 

historv, religion' and so on. ' 68 In each case, what we start with is 'the disconnected jumble 

166 Hegel, p. 16. 

i The 0. vloi-d Companion to Pli'losophy, ed. by Ted Honderich (Oxford: 167 Peter Singcr, 'Hc, -, cl, G. W. F, 
Oxford UniNci-so Ilicss, 1995). pp. 349-343 (p. 342). 
168 He -- gel. p. I Suhscquent reference: pp. 1 22 123. 
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which we see as the world [and this will] force us to move to the vision of a system of necessity 

whose apex is Geist'. What will force us? In order to reply I need to introduce the more fine- 

grained structure of Hegel's philosophy; it is this structure that attracts Deleuze's attention. 

In the famous opening argument of the Logic, Hegel invites us to think of 'Being, pure being, 

without any further determination'. ' 69 In other words, Being devoid of all qualities. The thought 

that this is designed to provoke is that nothing just is; everything must have some quality. A, ý 
Taylor puts it, a thing that was 'neither animal, vegetable nor mineral, etc., would be nothing' 170 t) Z: ý * 

This is where Hegel wants us to arrive: 'Being, the indeterminate immediate , is in fact 

nothing'. 171 The thought of pure Being is, it seems, unstable and must turn into its apparent 

opposite: nothing. Hegel then develops the reciprocal movement from the thought of 'Nothing, 

pure nothing'. If one follows Taylor's advice 'the first two chapters of the first part of Being 
172 Quality ... form an unquestioned unity of development' 

. This allows us some licence to skip 

the interpolated synthesis of 'Becoming' in Chapter I of the Logic (Being), in order to pick up the 

broad thread of Hegel's argument again in Chapter Two of the Logic (Determinate Being). The 

basic trajectory is, therefore, that the opposition between Pure Being and Nothing is reconciled 
into Determinate being: 

Being and nothing are the same; butjust because they are the same thev are no longer 
being and nothing, but now have a different significance ... In determinate being. This 
unity now remains their base from which they do not again emerge in the abstract 
significance of being and nothing. 173 

The pattern of the Hegelian dialectic is hence that of a triad which moves from unity to disunity t) 
and then to reconciliation. It is this that, ultimately, drives the movement to the apex of Geist. 

Inwood asks the question which also lies at the heart of Deleuze's critique: 'How ... are the 

members of a triad related to each otherT 174 The question is asked not just with regard to the 

members of the particular triad that I have instanced above but, quite generally, insofar as the 

triadic structure is seen to run right throuah Heael's work. Inwood advises that Heoel seems to 

loi\, c two answers and then a way in which the triads themselves are related: 

169 Hegt, /'. v Science of Logic, trans. byA. V. Miller (New York: George Allen & Unwin, 1969), p. 82. 
170 Ilegel. p. 232 

" 171 Hegel's Science of b)gic- p. 82. Subsequent reference, p. 82. 
172 Hegel, 1). 22321. 173 Hegel's Science ()f Logic. p. 108. 
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The first [answer] is that the second term of the tnad is the negation of the first, and the 
third the negation of the second, the negation of the negation ... 

The second answer is that 
the second term is the opposite of the first, and that the third term is in some sense the 
unity of these two opposites ... the Logic is supposed to continue in virtue of the fact that 
the last term of one triad itself has an opposite and can therefore be the first term of the 
next triad. 175 

Sometimes this structure is played out in a manner which might seem roughly Intuitive, but 

mostly it is not. Inwood comments: 

Only rarely does the second term of a triad seem to be the opposite of the first. In what 
sense, for example, is causality the opposite of substantiality or quantity that of quality? 
Again, the third term is not generally the only possible combination of the first two, even 
if it is a combination of them at all. 

Whatever we think about these objections (and legions of others) as Taylor puts it: 'It is important 

to stress ... that Hegel is not proposing the use of a dialectical "method" or "approach". If we 

want to characterize his method we might just as well speak of it as "descriptive"... For his aim is 
176 

simply to follow the movement in his object of study' . Carlisle concurs: 'Hegel attempts to 

construct a philosophical thinking that moves as consciousness moves; he suggests that concepts, 

and the consciousness in which they are embedded, reciprocally develop and unfold 

themselves. ' 177 Hegel's claim is that the dialectic is not a method by which philosophers critizise 

concepts, rather it IS the concepts that critizise themselves. Hegel wfites: 

Dialectic is usually regarded as an external art, which wilfully introduces confusion into 
determinate concepts and a mere illusion of contradictions in them ... 

Often, too, dialectic 
is nothing more than a subjective see-saw of toing and froing argumentation, where the z: 1 t: ) 
content is lacking and the nakedness is clothed in the subtlety which produces such 
araumentation. In its proper character dialectic is rather the very own, true nature of the Z: ' 

determinations of the understanding, of things and of the finite in general ... Dialectic ... is t) 
this innnanent going beyond, in which the onesidedness and limitedness reveals itself for 

t: > t) 
what it is, namely, as it negation. It is the nature of everything finite to sublimate 
itself. 178 

174 Hegel, p. 295. 
175 Hegel, p. 295. Subsequent rel'.. p. 296 
176 H(,, Qt, l, p. 1 19. 
177 Kierkegaarel's Philosoph 
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I argue that, for Deleuze, the elements of the multiple are connected by differences and that. 

because of that, Deleuze's philosophy is a kind of logic of difference. It is instructive. therefore, 

to note that Hegel's philosophical system is held together by a kind of logic of contradiction. 

Hence even Inwood, who has no interest in Deleuze's project, can wnte: 

At the end of the Logic we are presented with a single, comprehensive conceptual system 
or system of systems. The contradictions within each element of it are not simply the 
way in which we advance from one element to another, but they are also what holds them 
together in a single system. Contradictions are, as it were, the rivets of the edifice. 179 

On the face of it, this does not seem that far removed from Deleuze's own ambition. 

The gap between Hegel's position and Deleuze's becomes apparent when one starts to reflect on 

the gap between Hegel and Spinoza. For Hegel, as Hardt puts it: 'The existence of something is Zn 
the active negation of something else'. ' 80 Or as Taylor summarises it, 'determined' beings are in tl 

,i kind of 'struggle to maintain themselves in the face of others', and hence, are seen as 'negating 

each other in an active sense'. ' 81 Hegel picks up Spinoza's dictum: 'Oninis determinati*o est 

negati*o'. 182 But only to turn it against Spinoza. As Taylor explains, for Hegel: 

The only way to characterize determinate being is in terrns of some property, and 
property terms can only be made intelligible by being opposed, contrasted to each other. 
[E. t(: ): ),. if we describe something as red, then it follows that it is not-blue, not-, green etc. ] In 
this sense, therefore, Hegel takes up the Spinozan principle that all determination is t7l 
negation. 

183 

This also lies at the heart of Hegel's critique of Spinoza. Hegel posits: 

A reality ... taken only as a perfection, as an affirmative being which contains no negation. 
Hence the realities are not opposed to one another and do not contradict one another. 
Reality as thus conceived is assumed to survive when all negation has been thought 
away; but this is to do away with all determinateness. Reality is quality, determinate 
being, consequently, it contains the moment of the negative and is through this alone the 
determinate being that it is. 184 

179 Hegel. pp. 299-300. 
180 (; dkN Whl"e: An Qiproidresho in Phitosophy. p. 3. 
181 Hegel, p. 234. 
182 IhWeVs Schyce qf Log&, pA IT 
183 Hegel, p. 232. 
184 Hegel's S(ýience qf Logic-, p. 112. 
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As Hardt puts it: 'In Hegel's eyes, Spinoza's ontology and any such positive affirmative ontolo-2N 

must remain abstract and indifferent ,. 185 

Deleuze's complaint is not, therefore, that Hegel does not take 'difference* seriously: far from it, 
Hegel wants to find where the real diftýrences lie. The problem is, rather, that Hegel has 

harnessed his analysis of the nature of being to a negative concept of the nature of difference. 

As this claim is implicit, rather than explicit, in the argument of Chapter One of Difference and 
Repetition, I turn first to consider Deleuze's essay 'Bergson's Conception of Difference'. 

Deleuze's own position is occluded by his arguing in the guise of Bergson. Deleuze goes to the 

lengths of inventing what Bergson would have said, had he engaged in a direct critique of Hegel: 

'We can ... predict, using certain of Bergson's texts, the objections he would make to a Hegelian- 

style dialectic'. 186 The objection that emerges is cast in terms of how we should understand the 

nature of difference: 

In Bergson ... the thing differs from itself in thefirst place, inunediatelY. According to 
Hegel, the thing differs from itself because it differs in the first place from all that it is 
not, such that difference goes to the point of contradiction. 

Deleuze's diagnosis that Hegel operates with a flawed idea of difference is, therefore, to be 

understood as the claim that an authentic idea of difference is allied to a Positive account of 

Being; and that difference, ultimately, is not contradiction. This 'authentic' idea of difference is 

the one that Deleuze will champion throughout his writings, under various names but, often as 

'internal difference' or, as in the foregoing quotation, that which 'differs from itself. 

The notion of 'internal difference' strikes us as an oxymoron. It comes, therefore, as something 

of a relief to find that Deleuze expects us to react against it, 'The objection will be made that 
187 

internal difference makes no sense, that such a notion is absurd' . Perhaps the anticipated 

. absurdity' of which Deleuze speaks is the assumption that the grammar of 'difference' forbids 

talk of that which differs from itself; like Aristotle, you need two things to make a difference. 

Despite Deleuze's antipathy to Hegel, the idea of 'internal difference' is Hegelian. Thus, even 

when Heael is not mentioned, one can see that the He-aelian arguments that I have rehearsed L- Zýl 

above are the context of Deletize's clami in the early essay on Bergson that, 

185 Gilks Deletize. - AnApprenticeship it, Philosophy, p. 3. 
186 Delcu/c, BCD, p. 53. Subsequent ref., p. 53. 
187 BCD, p. 43. Subsequent ret's.: pp. 42-43. 
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If philosophy is to have a positive and direct relation with things, it is only to the extent 
that it claims to grasp the thing itself in what it is, in its difference from all that it is not. 
which is to say in its internal difference. 

We seem here to be offered some insight into what we should understand by 'internal difference' 

but the passage poses a problem of interpretation which I shall dwell on a little. 

Internal difference, we are here told, expresses 'the thing itself in what it is. in its difference from C) 

all that it is not'. The desire to grasp 'the thing itself in what it is' - Is entirely consistent with 

the reading that I have already given by which Deleuze will prefer a positive ontology of Beino t> Zý, 
to Hegel's negative ontology. In other words, we do not grasp 'the thing itself in what it is' via t-ý L) 
'all that it is not'. Deleuze writes: 'According to Hegel, the thing differs from itself because it 
differs in the first place from all that it is not'. 188 But how should we interpret what Deleuze 

means by distinguishing his position, from the Hegelian position, in terms of: 'To grasp the thing, C) t) tl 
itself in what it is, in its difference from all that it is not, which is to say in its internal 

diftCrence'? There is still, here, a comparison between the 'thing' and 'all that it is not'. One 

might object, if this is all that Deleuze means by 'internal difference', why is it to be 

distinguished from Hegel's concept of difference? The distinction that is being made is that the 

'thing' which Hegel is comparing to 'all that it is not', differs from itself because it differs in the 

first place from all that it is not. For Deleuze, however, the 'thing' which is to be compared to 

'all that it is not', is to be understood via the idea of difference that Deleuze calls 'internal 

difference'. Internal difference, for Deleuze, is positive not negative: it is precisely not, in the 

first place, a function of all that it is not. The passage which I am interpreting ('to grasp the thing 

itself in what it is, in its difference from all that it is not, which is to say in its internal difference') 

can then be read to be distinouishing his position from Hegel in the way I am suggesting. t: 1 

Deletize means, contra Hegel, that the thing's 'internal difference' is, in thefirst place, a positive 

difference, only then can the thing be compared to all that it is not. 

Douglas Donkel claims that Deleuze espouses a 'Notion of difference irreducible to identity, and 

prior to the logic of contradiction-, a difference that does not reside between things'. 189 Chapter 2 

of the thesis (Deleuze's reading of Aristotle) showed how, for Deleuze, difference is 'Irreducible 

188 BCD, p. 53. 
189 Douglas L. Donkel. 'DeleLi/e's Challenge: Thinking Internal Difference'. Philosopliv Todav. 46.3 (Fall 
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to identity'. The current chapter has shown how we are now to understand a difference that 

4prior to the logic of contradiction'. Such a difference does not reside bevveen things. That 

being the case, it is not so paradoxical to call such a difference 'internal difference. The 

difference that does reside between things is, therefore, 'external difference'. As Donkel puts it, 

internal difference 'lives in the heart of things themselves, internal to what we labor to call their 

identity'. 

In chapter 2 of the thesis I showed how the nature of difference became entangled with the 
I 

problem of the nature of Being (univocity versus equivocity). Difference and Being become 

similarly entangled in Deleuze's critique of Hegel insofar as Hegel adopts the position that Being t7l 

is determinate. For Deleuze, the idea that Being is deten-ninate undermines the non-contingent C, 

status of Being. Hardt tells us that Deleuze defends the position that 'In order for being to be 

necessary, it must be indeterminate'. 190 It is this that lies behind Deleuze's endorsement of 

Bergson's critique of Darwin: 

Against a certain mechanism, Bergson shows that vital difference is an internal 
difference. But also that internal difference cannot be conceived as a simple 
determination: a determination can be accidental, or at least its being can only be tl 
attached to a cause, end or chance, it thus implies a subsisting extenority. ' 91 

'Mechanism' is Bergsonian jargon for Darwinism but Deleuze's target is Hegel. At stake is the rn t7l 

nature of Being. Darwinism is thought to undermine the non-contingent status of Being because 

4natural selection' is allied to random, accidental, mutation. As Hardt summarises it, one could 

take the view that evolutionary theory tries to 'theorize an empirical evolution of the differences 

of being' 192 
_ and this undermines its substantial necessary nature. Hence, Deleuze finds 

common cause with Bergson against Darwin and Hegel. For Deleuze, 'determinate Being' is a 

function of an inauthentic difference that he calls 'external difference'. This is the way to make 

sense of the reference, in the above passage, to an apparently false 'exteriority'. Hardt explains 

the above passage: 'The form of difference proposed by the process of determination ... always 

remains external to being and therefore fails to provide it with an essential, necessary foundation'. 

The 'difference' of indeten-ninate and necessary being' is the so-called 'internal difference'. 

Internal difference is the vital difference that powers evolution and for which Darwinism 

provided only the mechanism. What we get, therefore, from Deleuze's insistence on 

190 Gilles Delew-. c. -An Apprenticeship in Philosophy. p. 4. 
191 Delcu/c. BCD, p. 50. 
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indeterminate being' is not a 'vagueness . at the heart of reality but the unceasing novelty or 

newness of which living things are an expression. 

A prospectus for Difference and Repetition. 

In his review of Logic and Existence, Deleuze glosses the thesis of his former teacher's book as 

follows: 

Hyppolite questions the Logic, the Phenomenology, and the Enc 
- vclopaedia on the basis 

of a precise idea and on a precise point. Philosophy must be ontology, it cannot be 
193 anything else; but there is no ontology of essence, there is only an ontology of sense. 

Whatever this means, Deleuze entirely approves of it. Kerslake explains that although 'The use 

of the word "sense" (Sinn) does not seem especially central in Hegel's own work ... Hyppolite 

inakes clear that he is identifying it with the more familiar -notion", or "concept" (Begriffl'. 194 

To assert that Hegelianism is an ontology of the concept would be unremarkable. But 

Hyppolite's use of the term 'sense', instead of 'concept', is no mere artefact of translation, it 

carries a heavy philosophical load and, moreover, a load to which Deleuze gives his enthusiastic 

endorsement. An endorsement that is carried over into his own mature philosophy. Hyppolite 

quotes from Hegel's Lectures on Aesthetics: 

Sense is this wonderful word which is used in two opposite meanings. On the one hand it 
means the organ of immediate apprehension, but on the other hand we mean by it the 
sense, the significance, the thought, the universal underlying the thing. And so sense is 
connected on the one hand with the immediate external aspect of existence, and on the 
other hand with its inner essence. Now a sensuous consideration does not cut the two 
sides apart at all; in one direction it contains the opposite one too, and in sensuous 
immediate perception it at the same time apprehends the essence and the concept. But 
since it carries these determinations in a still unseparated unity, it does not bring the 
concept as such into consciousness but stops at foreshadowing it. ' 95 

192 Gilics Delcuze: An Apprenticcship in Philosophy, p. 4. Subsequent ref., p. 4. 
193 , Review ol'Jcan Hyppolitc. Logique et Evistence', p. 191. 
194 , The Vertigo of Philosophy'. p. 1 I. 
195 Logic and Evistence. p. 24, citing Hvgel's. Aesthetics: Lectures on Fine. Art, 2 vols., trans. by TAI. Knox 
(New York: 0-Jo UlliNvi-sity Press. 1988). pp. ) 28-129 rd II 
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Kerslake writes: 

For Hegel these two opposite meanings signify a common source-, they signify that the Cý 
universal will be generated in the sensible; that the universal concept and the singular 
intuition are two aspects of the self-differentiation of the absolute. The intelligible 
articulation of the structure of self-differentiation is what Hyppolite will call sense, while 
the movement itself can be called expression. 196 

For Hegel, thought and Being have a common origin; it is this that provides the philosophical 

justification for the unfolding process of the dialectic. It also allows an apparently surprising 

rapprochment between Deleuze and Hegel. Kerslake is right to say that *Both Hegel and Deleuze 

are against philosophies of representation'. Hegelianism is anti -representational because the 

Hegelian concept does not 'represent' reality (neither, for that matter, does it 'refer' to reality): 

there is no gap between thought and Being. I suggest that we also see here the clearest 

anticipation of what we should understand by Deleuze's application of the concept of 

'expression'. A philosophical system based on 'expression', rather than 'representation', is fully 

, irnmanent'. For Deleuze, as we shall later see, the most exemplary system of immanence is 

Spinozism. But Kerslake, drawing on Hyppolite, complains: 'immanence is complete' in Hegel. 

The problem becomes, why Deleuze's Spinoza rather than Deleuze's Hegel? 

I Suggest that Deleuze's choice is informed less by the problem of immanence than by the 

problem of difference. In other words, Deleuze privileges the positive concept of difference, 

allied to a positive concept of Being, found in Spinoza - over the negative concept of difference 

(i. e. contradiction, opposition), allied to a negative concept of Being, found in Hegel. For 

Deleuze, what this boils down to, is more of an antipathy to the Hegel of the Phenomenology than 

to the Hegel of the Logic. The exact status of the Phenomenology has always provoked much 

scholarly debate. 197 J. N. Findlay suggests that 'The Phenomenology of Spirit-is a work seen by 

I-le-el as a necessary forepiece to his philosophical system ... 
but it is meant to be a forepiece that 

can be dropped and discarded once the student, through deep immersion in its contents, has zlý 

advanced through confusions and misunderstandings to the properly philosophical point of Z: ) 

view'-198 It is clear, as Kerslake explains, that: 

196 , The Vet-il,, -, o of Philosophy', P. 11. Subsequent rcfs,: p. ] 1. 
197 Taylor, Hegel, p. 1 27- 
198 J. N. Findlay. 'Foreword' in, Heyel's Phenomenology (ýf Spirit, trans. by AN. Miller (Oxford: Oxford 
University Press. 1977). p. v-. \. \x (p-v) 
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For Hyppolite, the Logic is the expression of being itself; it is the high point of Hegel's 
system in which "the concept, such as it appears in dialectical discourse, is (unlike in the 
Phenomenology) simultaneously truth and certainty, being and sense; it Is immanent to 
this being which says itself ". 199 

On this view, 'the phenomenological and historical parts of Hegel's system are anthropological 

entries into the system'. 200 In his review Deleuze writes: 

In the empirical and in the absolute, it is the same being and the same thought-, but the 
external, empirical difference of thought and being has given way to the difference 
identical with Being, to the difference internal to the Being which thinks itself... In the 
Logic, there is no longer, therefore, as in the empirical, what I say on the one side and on 
the other side the sense of what I say - the pursuit of one by the other which is the 
dialectic of the Phenomenology. On the contrary, my discourse is logical or properly 
philosophical when I say the sense of what I say, and when in this manner Being says 
itse If 

. 
201 

The Being that says itself, is the inhuman voice of the concepts that critize themselves. Kerslake 

draws attention to the way in which this theme is evident both in Hyppolite's reading of Hegel 

and in Deleuze's acceptance of it. Hyppolite writes: 

Undoubtedly, the Logos appears in the human knowledge that interprets and says itself, 
but here man is only the intersection of this knowledge and this sense. Man is 
consciousness and self-consciousness ... but consciousness and self-consciousness are not 
man. They say being as sense in man. They are the very being that knows itself and says t7l 
itself. Only in this way can we understand that Hegel's philosophy results at least as 

202 
much in a speculative logic as in a philosophy of history . 

In the Logic the taint of mere humanism has been removed: 

Logic is to be understood as the system of pure reason, as the realm of pure thought. This 

realm of truth as it is without veil and in its own absolute nature. It can therefore be said 
that this content is the exposition of God as he is in his eternal essence before the creation 

203 of nature and a finite mind . 

Here, we also see how to makýe best sense of Deleuze's notion of internal difference. The too 

external 'to and fro' of the dialectic of the Phenomenolog-v is rejected in favour of the Being 

which differs from itself. 

199 . The Vertioo of Philosophy', p. 12: citing Hyppolite, Logic and Evistence, p. 35. 
200 Kcrslakc, 'Tile Vertigo ol Philosophy'. p. I 
201 , RcN iew of Jean Hý ppolite, Logique et Existence', p. 194. 
202 Logic awl Evisttvice. p-20. 
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I have argued that what best explains Deleuze's choice of Spinoza over Hegel is not immanence 
but the nature of difference. This is further evidenced if we consider the sole, but ver% significant 

objection that Deleuze registers against Hyppolite's reading of Hegel. In effect, Deleuze accuses 
Hyppolite of being too Hegelian: 

Hyppolite shows himself to be altogether Hegelian: Being can be identical to difference t: ' 
only insofar as difference is carried up to the absolute, that is up to contradiction. 
Speculative difference is the Being which contradicts itsel f. 204 

In the review, Deleuze deploys the same argument that I have already set out in the context of the tn 
essay on Bergson (although the essay was publi I 'The thing contradicts shed later than the review): ID 
itself because, in being distinguished from all it is not, it finds its being in this difference itself; it 

reflects itself only by reflecting itself into the other, since the other is its other'. This is the 

Hegelian explanation for the inherent contradiction in concepts and in things. Both Deleuze's 

objection against Hyppolite, and Deleuze's own future project, now turn on the nature of 

difference (not immanence). Deleuze ponders on whether Hyppolite has carried the notion of the 

self-contradiction of 'things' too far: into the absolute. Deleuze writes that, for Hyppolite 'there 

are two ways of self-contradiction, phenomenological and logical'. But Deleuze asks, 

anticipating the programme of Difference and Repetition: 

Can we not construct an ontology of difference which would not have to go up to 
contradiction because contradiction would be less than difference and not more? Is not 
contradiction itself only the phenomenal and anthropological aspect of difference? 

In Deleuze's reading, the Hegel of the Phenomenology cannot get in touch with authentic 

difference. If Hegel has forged the shackle of 'opposition' with which to bind difference, it is, 

therefore, in the notion of 'contradiction' that lies at the heart of the 'movement' of the dialectic 

in the Phenomenology but which need not, in Deleuze's view, lie at the heart of Being . As we 

have seen, opposition or contradiction is 'only the phenomenal and anthropological aspect of 

difference'. 

If Kerslake is right, the project whose kernel lies in Deleuze's review of Hyppolite's Logic and 

Existence, finds its first flowering in Deleuze's monograph on Spinoza: Expressionism in 

Philosopliv. I do not address Deleuze's reading of Spinoza until chapter 7 of the thesis but I want 

203 Hegel's Scicncc (? f Logic. p. 50. 
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briefly to anticipate it here. Kerslake argues that 'At strategic points in [Evpressionisln in 
Philosophy], Deleuze appears to imply that all aspects of Hegelian immanence are to be found in 

Spinoza'. 205 But how is Deleuze going to justify his own reliance on a realm of immanence in 

which thought and Being already cohere? He does not, like Hegel, rely on 'a dynamic genesis of t: ) It) 
the "logicity of being" in such a way that "it says its own sense "(accounts for itself through the C) 
concepts it has generated) through the very movement of thought presented step by step in the 

206 book itself 
. Will Deleuze, instead therefore, embrace Spinozism wholeheartedly and, in some 

way, rely on Spinoza's famous demonstration, in the Ethics, of the single substance? I will later 

argue not. 

Instead, I follow Kerslake who argues: 'It is Deleuze's return to Kant in Difference and 
Repetition that provides the most powerful approach to a new philosophy of immanence'. 207 The 

proximity of thought to Being (pure immanence) is a requirement of the argument of tile climax 

of Deleuze's project in Chapters Four and Five of Difference and Repetition (see chapter 8 of my 

thesis). Deleuze tries to solve the problem of how to justify pure immanence via a Theory of 
Ideas based on a radical reading of Kant's first Critique. As Kerslake puts it: 'Deleuze fuses the 

nournenal and the teleological in his new notion of "Idea", in such a way that he can legitimately 

claim that tholight has access to nournenal being (while experience, understood in terms of 

recognition according to the generality of concepts, does not). ' 

Deleuze's critique of infinite representation. 

Thus far in the thesis I have shown how Deleuze associates Aristotle's concept of difference with 

'Identity' and Hegel's with 'contradiction'. Could the history of difference be written differently? 

On the face of it, Carlisle associates Aristotle more strongly with contradiction than Hegel: 

When Hegel developed his dialectical method, he was attempting to formalize a kind of 
reasoning more dynamic than the traditional, Aristotelian laws of logic allow ... While 
Aristotle's lo,, 'c based on contradiction (thesis and antithesis), Hegel introduces a 
triadic form wherein contradiction is mediated by a third, synthetic term. 208 

204 
, Rc\, ic\N, ot'Jcan Hyppolitc. Logique et Evistence', p-195. And subsequent rel's. in this para. 

205 , The Vcrtlgo of Philosophy', p. 13. 
206 , The Vertigo of Philosophy', p. 14. 
207 , The Vcrtigo ol'Philosophy', p. 16. 
208 

, ý(ii, iiti', vPiiilosol)h. N, ofBe(ýoi? iiii, ý. p. 15. And subsequent ret's. Kierke r 
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In other word,,, for Aristotle there are only 'on' and 'off: 'contradiction is final and 
irreconcilable'. This seems to fly in the face of Deleuze's critique of Hegel as the champion of 

contradiction. But in fact Carlisle's analysis ameliorates any such objection: 'Aristotle [and] 

Hegel ... agree that contradiction is a condition of movement. However, they have different 

interpretations of the significance of contradiction: for Aristotle, it identifies the thing that 

moves ... ; 
for Hegel, it leads to a mediation of concepts that propels the process of reasoning'. 

Hence, Aristotle comes back to the Deleuzian claim of 'identity'. But Deleuze's reading of Hegel 

would be an aberrant one indeed, if it did not pay due attention, as Carlisle puts it, to the 

dynamism inherent in the distinctively Hegelian claim that 'any particular thing is at once A and 

not-A, so that "thinking it through" concretely involves traversing these opposites, and grasping C) Zý Z: ) 

the unity of the object by means of this movement. ' 209 In now turning to the critique of Hegel 

that we actually find in chapter One of Difference and Repetition, I will show that Deleuze's 

reading of Hegel does indeed address this dynamism. 

Deleuze writes: 'The criticism that Hegel addresses to his predecessors is that they stopped at a 

purely relative maximum without reaching the absolute maximum of difference, namely 

contradiction; they stopped before reaching the infinite (as infinitely large) of contradiction' (44). 

What does this mean? Singer instances a progression of Hegelian triads drawn from the 

PhiloNoph. v of History. 210 Greek society was a 'harmonious society in which citizens identified 

themselves with the community ... This customary community forms the starting point of the 

dialectical movement, known ... as the thesis'. As we have seen, the orginal unity, in Hegel's 

analysis, exposes some kind of inadequacy which makes it unstable. In this instance, 'The 

Greeks could not do without independent thought'. This freedom brings the ruin of customary 

niorality: it is the antithesis - the opposite or negation of the thesis. But this second stage is also 

unstable: 'Freedom turns into the Terror of the French Revolution'. Thus customary harmony 

and abstract freedom must be reconciled in a synthesis: 'In the Philosophy of History, the 

'synthesis in the overall dialectical movement is the German society of Hegel's time' in which 

individual freedom is rationally organised. However, Deleuze's point is that, in general, the t7l t7l 
dialectical movement does not stop in the way in which Hegel thought that German society had tD 
ended the process of history. It is this endless escalation of the dialectic that forms the explicit 

target of Deleuze's critique of Hegel in Chapter One of Difference and Repetition. 

209 Kierkegaarcl's Philosoph 
,v 

of Becoming, p. 30. 
210 Peter Sim, cr, He Oxford- Oxford Univasity Press. 1986), pp. 77-78. gel ( 
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Deleuze dubs Leibniz and Hegel the philosophers of infinite representation: 'With the former, 

representation conquers the infinite because a technique for dealing with the infinitely small 

captures the smallest difference 
... With the latter, representation conquers the infinite because a 

technique for dealing with the infinitely large captures the largest difference' (262-263). 211 

Hegelian 'representation' (for Deleuze, always a term of disapprobation) is 'infinite' because the 

synthesis reached is always itself unstable and hence generates a fresh opposition, and the process 

starts again. 

Interim conclusion. 

Deleuze's stance against 'infinite representation' must strike us as countenntuitive. The 

Hegelian dialectic has been critiqued, by Deleuze, partly because it is associated with dete"ninate 

Being. Hence, to introduce the notion of infinity seems to involve us in an indeterminacy that, 

one might suppose, would reform the Hegelian position in a direction of which Deleuze might be C) 

expected to approve. Hence, Williams makes the point that: 'Given the way in which the infinite 

undoes identity and representation in Hegel's and Leibniz's philosophies, it seems odd that 
212 Deleuze should want to criticize them' . Indeed, perhaps Deleuze, very obliquely, recognizes 

this apparent discrepancy when he responds: 'Even though it is said of opposition or of finite 

determination, this Hegelian infinite remains the infinitely large of theology' (45). 

In his critique of infinite representation Deleuze provides us with a clue as to how his own 

philosophy will be 'grounded'. We must recall that Badiou objects that Deleuze's philosophy is 4: ) 

grounded in the virtual - and the virtual, for Badiou, is to be associated with the One. In the 

current context, however, Deleuze distinguishes between an 'organic' as opposed to an 'orgiastic' 

ground. It seems clear that the 'organic' is associated with the earlier critique of Aristotle; 

Deleuze discusses the 'organic', as ground, in terms of measuring and dividing up the average 

forms ýiccording to the requirement of organic representation (42). Hegel, in some sense, goes r. 71 471 

beyond Aristotle and earns Deleuze's cautious approbation: 'When representation discovers the 

infinite within itself, it no longer appears as organic representation but as orgiastic representation; 

it discovers within itself the limits of the organised; tumult, restlessness and passion underneath 4: ý 
apparent calm' (42). This turbulence is, apparently, something of which Deleuze approves and 

ý\, hlch one might therefore suppose to be compatible with his own choice of the philosophical 

211 1 lia,, c c\cluded Dclcuze',, critique ot'Leibniz from the scope of the thesis. 
212 GUNDS. R. p. 70. 
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ground of the virtual. It is clearly impossible to associate the orgiastic with the calm of the C) 
eternal and immutable realm of the Platonic Forms. But we should note, the orgiastic is. in this Zý 
context, sti 4representation'. Why? 

Deleuze writes: 

The introduction of the infinite 
... entails the identity of contraries, or makes the contrary 

of the Other a contrary of the Self 
... 

Such is the movement of contradiction as it 
constitutes the true pulsation of the infinite ... the negative is now at once both the t) becoming of the positive when the positive is denied, and the return of the positive when 
it denies or excludes itself. (44-45) 

This is a fairer reflection of the ascending 'spiral' of the Hegelian dialectic than the simplistic b 

image of the dialectic as a kind of switch that is either 'on or off and which maintains some kind 

of sharp distinction between the polarities. Instead as Taylor surnmarises the Hegelian position: 4n 

Each term in these basic dichotomies 
... shows itself to be not only opposed to but 

identical with its opposite ... at base the very relations of opposition and identity are 
inseparably linked to each other. They cannot be utterly distinguished because neither 
can exist on its own ... 

Rather they are in a kind of circular relation. An opposition arises 
out of an earlier identity-, and this of necessity: the identity could not sustain itself on it 
own, but had to breed opposition. And from this it follows that the opposition is not 
simply opposition, the relation of each term to its opposite is a peculiarly intimate one. It 
is not just related to an other but to its other, and this hidden identity will necessarily 
reasset itself in a recovery of uni ty. 213 

It is not, therefore, fanciful of Deleuze to claim that, in Hegel, 'identity' returns. Williams 

advises: 'Identity ... returns in the definition of the essence of a thing as its real contradictions and 

syntheses ... This is not a closed finite identity but it is closed in the logic that governs the endless 

spiral of contradictions and syntheses'. 214 The Deleuzian multiplicity, the ground of his own 

philosophy, must therefore be, somehow, open. 

213 Hegel. p. 80. 
214 GD's D&, R. p. 71- 
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Chapter 4. Overturning Platonism 

Introduction to the chapter. 

Deleuze's history of difference, in Chapter One of Difference and Repetition, start-, with Aristotle 

and ends with Plato, having gone via Hegel. Deleuze plots this erratic course because in Plato 

there is something worth salvaging. Although Deleuze promises 'to overturn Platonism' (59), in 

Platonism Deleuze detects a glimmer of pure difference. Although difference is thoroughly 

constrained by Aristotle and Hegel, 'like an animal in the process of beincF tamed, whose final 

resistant movements bear witness ... to a nature soon to be lost ... With Plato, the issue is still in 

doubt' (59). For Deleuze, Plato's concept of difference both ruined philosophy and rescued it. 

That being said, the rescue places no reliance on a notion of the One. 

Deleuze's critique of Plato is surprisingly brief, bearing in mind the philosophical weight that the 

coverturning of Platonism' is apparently expected to bear. However, I read the latter part of 

Cha ter One of Diftýrence and Repetition alongside the more extended treatment given to largely p t: ) t: ) C) 

the same issues in 'The Simulacrum and Ancient Philosophy', which appears as an appendix to 

The Logic of Sense. 215 What is more, some of Chapter Three of Difference and Repetition ('The 

Image of Thought') is an extension of the critique of Plato. Here, in attempting to re-think what it 

means to think, Deleuze cites a passage from the Republic: 

Some reports of our perceptions do not provoke thought to reconsideration because the 
judgement of them by sensation seems adequate, while others always invite the intellect 
to reflection because the sensation yields nothing that can be trusted. - You obviously 

mean distant appearances, or things drawn in perspective. - You have quite missed my 
1 216 meaning t), 

Deleuze gives the following commentary: 'This text distinguishes two kinds of things: those tl t: ) 
which do not disturb thought and (as Plato will later say) those whichforce us to think' (138). t: 1 

Foi- Deleuze, thinking is, necessarily, an unsettling business, 'Thought is primarily trespass and t) 00 

violence' 0 39). For Deleuze, Platonism was the ruin of philosophy insofar as it stopped us from 

'thinking'. Deleuze remarks, ironically: 'everyone knows 
... what is meant by ... thinking' (129). L, 0 

He alludes to Descartes' cogito. But Deleuze aims to show the exact opposite: 'It cannot be 

215 Gilles Deleu/c, The Logic (? 'Sense. trans. by Mark Lester (London: Continuum, 2003), pp. 253-266. 
216 Plato, The Republic. Book NIL 523b, trans. by Paul Shorcy, in Plato: The Collected Dialogues. ed. E. 
Hamilton and H. Cairris (Princcton: Princeton University Press, 1963) as cited by Deleuze, D&R. p. 138 
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regarded as afact that thinking is the natural exercise of a faculty 
... -Everybody" kno\ýs %ery ýýell 

that in fact men think rarely, and more often under the impulse of a shock than in the excitement 

of a taste for thinking' (132). 

Patton compares Deleuze's question 'what is thought? ', to the quest on, 'What I. 217 Prior I is artT 

to the twentieth century everybody knew what art was. Aesthetic questions might surround ii, hy 

art had the effects that it did, or how ail was possible. Nevertheless, 'everybody knew' that a 

painting was a representation of the world. What everybody knew collapsed 'With the collapse 

of the representational ideal at the end of the nineteenth century'. After that, 'painters could no 

longer continue to refine their means of representing reality'. Or not, at least, without falling prey 

to the doubt that painting might be something else. In part, Patton's point is that 'as in the case of 

successive styles of modern painting, different approaches to philosophy have tended to define 

themselves by what they reject'. Thus far, this would only be to say that Platonism was an 

orthodoxy which was bound to be threatened. Hence Foucault can joke: 'Overturn Platonism: 

what philosophy has not tried? '; his point is that the process began with Aristotle, not Deleuze. 218 

But Patton's analogy between art and philosophy extends further. To recognize this we need only 0 
recall that the artistic orthodoxy under threat by an abstract modern art was representational art. 

For Deleuze, Platonism is 'the philosophy of representation' partly because the Platonic image of 

thought is optical. It follows, as Patton puts it, that 'The philosophical equivalent of abstract art, 

or imageless thought, would be a non-representational conception of thought'. 21 9 This is what 

Deleuze seeks in his notion of 'the virtual'. Badiou argues that Deleuze's notion of the virtual is 

incoherent because it is unable to escape from a misplaced optical image. 220 In Deleuze's critique 

of Plato we see something of the origin of this alleged inconsistency. 

Deleuze writes: 'La tuiche de la philosophle moderne a &ý diftnie: renversement A 

platonisme. ' 221 Which Patton translates: 'The task of modern philosophy has been defined: to 

overturn Platonism' (59). Williams warns us against what he calls a 'fatal' misunderstanding'. 222 

He thinks the potential for misunderstanding lies in the translation and directs our attention to the 

217 Paul Patton, 'Anti-Platonism and Art'. in Gilles Deleuze and the Theater of Philosophy, ed. hy 
Constantin V. Boundas and Dorothea Olkowsi, (New York: Routledge, 1994), pp. 141-56 (p. 14 1). 
Subsequent referciiccs: p. 41; p. 41; p. 41. 
218 Michel Foucault, 'Thcatrum Philosophicum' in Language, Counter-Memor 

, v, Practice, trans. by Donald 
F. Bouchard and Shcrrý Sirrion (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1977), pp. 165-96 (165). 
219 , Anti-Platonism and Art', p. 14 1. 
220 CB, p. 5 2. 
221 Dýffýrenct, et Wpt"tition, P-82. 
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word 'renversement'. This can indeed be translated as 'overtuming' but its primary meaning is 
'reversal'; it is this latter sense, Williams contends, that is more appropnate in this context. 

Hence, Williams wants us to read 'The task of modern philosophy [is] 
... to reverse Platonism'. 

This receives confirmation from the fact that this is precisely how Patton translates the parallel 

text in Logique Du Sens. Indeed, the extent to which Difference and Repetition and The Logic of 
Sense are continuous is evidenced by the fact that Deleuze, in the later book, asks the very 

question that currently occupies me here: 'Que signifie << renversement du platonisine >> ? 

Niet, 7sche dffinit ainsi la t6che de sa philosophie, ou plus g, &ýralement la t6che de la philosophie 
de Vavenir. ' 223 Which Patton translates, 'What does it mean "to reverse [my emphasis] 

Platonism"? This is how Nietzsche defined the task of his philosophy or, more generally, the task 

of the philosophy of the future'. 224 

According to Williams, between 'overturning' and 'reversing' lies the potential for a fatal zl> 

misunderstanding. He claims that to 'overturn' Platonism gives the impression that the Deleuzian 

project is to be understood as a root and branch refutation of 'Platonism'. For Williams, the 

philosophical burden of 'reversal', is not a rejection of Platonism. Hence, Williams writes that 

Deleuze aims 'to tweak the Platonic structure in order to avoid an error with severe consequences 

with reaard to difference'. 225 There is no better guide to Difference and Repetition than Williams 

but, if anything, Williams here creates more potential for misunderstanding than Patton's 

translations. To talk of 'tweaking' Platonism gives the implication that only a hair's breadth 

separates Deleuze from Plato. If that were the case, then it would take us uncomfortably close to 

validating Badiou's complaint that Deleuze has produced 'a Platonism with a different 

accentuation'. 226 

In effect, Williams argues that Deleuze is closer to Plato than one might at first think. Quite apart 
h-oni any vagaries of translation, we can see that Deleuze clearly wants to show respect for Plato. 

Immediately following the inflammatory 'overturning of Platonism' motto we find Deleuze 

'turning down the heat' again with: 'That this overturning should conserve many Platonic 

chai-acteristics is not only inevitable but desirable' (59). There is no scope for ambiguity in that 

remark. According to Deleuze. we are to come to see that Plato was fight about something. But 

222 GD', y D&R, p. 79. 
223 Gilles Delcu/c, Logique Du Sens (Paris: Les Iýdfflon De Minuit, 1968), p. 292- 
224 b)gic oy'Sense, p. 253. 
225 GD's D&R, p. 79. 
226 CB, 1). 20. 
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having conceded Deleuze's intention to salvage something from Plato, the virulence of Deleuze's 

anti-Platonic language is hard to miss. In the final words of Deleuze's critique of Plato in The 

Logic of Sense, Deleuze distinguishes between 'two modes of destruction*. The first mode k 

'destroying in order to conserve and perpetuate the established order of representation, models 

and copies' . 
227 Against this brand of destroying, only in order to conserve our ability not to 

think, Deleuze opposes a more radical, second mode of destruction: 'destroying the models and 

copies in order to institute the chaos which, creates, making the simulacra function 
... the most 

innocent of destructions, the destruction of Platonism'. I doubt that anything has been lost in 

translation here. What is to be destroyed in Platonism is more important to Deleuze's project 

than what is to be conserved. Indeed, in chapter 8 of the thesis I show that when Deleuze Puts 

forward his own Theory of Ideas, he is not invoking Plato but Kant. 

Two definitions of Platonism. 

In order to establish what it means to overtu rn/re verse Platonism, I need to be clear about what 

Deleuze means by Platonism. In Chapter One of Difference and Repetition Deleuze defines 

Platonism in terms of a four-fold structure: 'The four figures of the Platonic dialectic ... : the Cl- 

selection of difference, the installation of a mythic circle, the establishment of a foundation, and 

the position of a question-problem complex' (66). The first substantive work of this chapter of 

the thesis is, therefore, structured according to these 'four figures'. I will, in part, follow 

Williams' analysis of how one can lay the Platonic dialectic (as Deleuze analyses it) alongside the 

A)eleuzian dialectic' (as Williams likes to call it) - and see that the basic structures are 

analogous to one another. I argue that what we get, in effect, in Deleuze's critique of Plato, is a 

covert expression of Deleuze's own system. 

In the concluding Chapter of Difference and Repetition, Deleuze provides what seems to be 

another definition of Platonism: 

It is insufficient to define Platonism by reference to the distinction between essence and 
appearance. The primary distinction which Plato rigorously establishes is the one z: 1 
between the model and the copy. (264) 

On this account, for Plato the sensuous world of our experience is a 'copy' or 'likeness' of the 

intelligible realm of the Forrns. We can see how this notion can be associated with the general 

227 b), * Qf SOISC, p. 266. Subscquent ref., p. 266. 
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idea of 'representation'. This definition of Platonism takes pride of place in the treatment of 
Plato in the Logic of Sense. Deleuze writes: 'To the pure identity of the model or original there 
corresponds an exemplary similitude; to the pure resemblance of the copy there corresponds the 
similitude called imitative'. 228 Hence, difference is only understood in terms of the relationship 
between two similitudes. As Patton expresses it, the original or model is 'defined by an 
exemplary self-identity: only the Forms are nothing other than what they are' . 

229 The copy, more 
(if it is genuine) or less (if it is false) resembles the original model. This is the crux of Deleuze's 

thesis that, in Platonism difference is subordinated to resemblance. Such a subordination is 

emblematic of Deleuze's pejorative use of the term 'representation'. According to Deleuze, the 

whole history of philosophy is warped by it: 'Platonism thus founds the entire domain that 

philosophy will later recognize as its own: the domain of representation filled by copies- 
icons ... defined by an intrinsic relation to the model or foundation'. 230 

I can resolve the two definitions of Platonism into one. The first answer revealed the four-fold 

structure: (1) the selection of difference; (2) the installation of a mythic circle; (3) the 

establishment of a foundation; and (4) the position of a question-problem complex. The second 
definition (the model versus copy) fits inside the third stage. This accords with Williams' 

comment that Deleuze, 'will criticise the third of these [elements in the dialectic] and the way it 
231 fatally damages the positive role of the others' . 

What does it mean to overturn Platonism? 

By the reversal of Platonism we are not being invited to prefer 'the copy' to 'the model'. That 

would be a coherent position but an intellectual abdication: a retreat back into the Cave. It cannot 

be what Deleuze intends. Deleuze writes: 'Overturning Platonism ... means denying the primacy 

of the original over copy, of model over image; glorifying the reign of simulacra and reflections' 

(66). In the parallel passage in The Logic of Sense, we find this re-iterated, 'to overturn 
232 Platonism': 'means to make the simulacra rise and to affirm their fights' 
. 

In this chapter I 

show how the obscure reference to 'simulacra' is itself derived from Deleuze's critique of Plato. 

Badiou argues that Deleuze's commitment to the 'fights of simulacra' entails a denial of the 

228 gic of Sense, p. 259. 
229 'Anti-Platonism and Art', p. 147. 
230 Logic of Sense,, p. 259. 
231 GD's D&R, p. 80. 
232 Logic of Sense, p. 262. 
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rights of 'the Many' (the multiple). In the introduction to the thesis I suggested that Badiou's 

objection is, essentially, that, for Deleuze, only 'the One' that has ontological status. In this 

chapter I will show that Badiou is wrong. Rather, just as Deleuze's doctrine of 'the multiple' 
purports to make otiose the distinction between 'the One' and 'the Many', so Deleuze's concept 
of 'simulacra' purports to make redundant any distinction between model and copy in the first 

place. In other words, there is no model. 

This still leaves room for two misconceptions. First, one might take the view that the dissolution 

of the Platonic distinction between model and copy results in some kind of naYve realism. Thus, 

the distinction between model and copy is dissolved because the world is exactly how it seems. 
There are no models but there are no copies either. The ordinary identifiable things of this world 

are what comprise reality. This is coherent but not what Deleuze intends. The apparent 
incoherence of Deleuze's avowed position is approached only once one recognizes that Deleuze 

wants to abandon the distinction between model and copy, but he does not want to abandon the 

idea of 'the copy'. This must strike us as, at best, paradoxical because the idea of a copy must, 

one might think, entail the idea of an original. But the simulacrum, which emerges from 

Deleuze's creative reading of The Sophist is a copy for which there is no original. 

I can edge a little closer to what is at stake, for Deleuze, by setting aside a second possible 

misconception. Colebrook compares Deleuze's notion of the simulacra. to the phenomenology of 
Husserl and Heidegger. She writes, penomenology addresses 'the dynamic flux of experience as 
it becomes through time, and not as it is determined by pre-given and ready-made concepts I. 233 

Thus far, I assume that Colebrook would apply this equally to Deleuze, and would be fight to do 

so. However, I would add, crucially, that in defining 'phenomenology' the most obvious 'ready- 

made concept' that must not be allowed to pre-determine our philosophical enquiry would be the 

concept of an 'object'. The general point is, therefore, that 'Phenomenology ... was an attention to 

phenomena or appearances'. In other words, how things seem. Colebrook goes on, Deleuze 

'transformed and radicalised this [view] ... with his concept of the simulacra. Phenomena are 

appearances of some world, but simulacra are appearances in themselves, with no origin or 

foundation "behind" them'. 

The possible misconception, of which I speak, would be not to take sufficient account of the 

extent to which Deleuze radicalizes the phenomenological stance. This means that we must 
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stress that the appearances which are at stake are not appearances of 'some world, there will be 
nothing other than a "swan-n" of appearances - with no foundation of the experiencing mind or 

234 
subject' . This latter point, what some might call the iconic poststructuralist 'denial of the 
subject', will become important to Deleuze's overall philosophical position. However, I would 
add that, for Deleuze, the appearances do not only lack a foundational unity 'in the subject', they 
also lack a unity or foundation in any other world or realm to which the appearances might be 
thoughttorefer. For the purposes of this thesis this will crucially entail that they do not find that 
unity in the virtual. Deleuzianism is also distinguished from phenomenology on the grounds that 
Deleuze is not going to be content to settle for an analysis of appearances. As we shall see, 
Deleuze, goes on to deduce, via a transcendental argument in the style of Kant, the conditions 
behind experiences. These are the conditions that obtain in the virtual 

The first figure of the Platonic dialectic: the selection of difference. 

Deleuze first looks back to his earlier critique of Aristotle. Aristotle sought an answer to the 

question, 'What is the greatest difference? '; and found it in the concept of 'specific difference'. 

Deleuze recalls this discussion in the new context of the critique of Plato, difference 'According 

to Aristotle ... is a question of dividing a genus into opposing species' (59). We are invited to 

contrast this with the Platonic method of 'division'. Deleuze contends that this method is best 

evidenced in The Statesman, the Phaedrus, and the Sophist. 235 Deleuze argues that although 

ostensibly Aristotle and Plato's methods are similar, in fact they are to be importantly 

distinguished. 

Deleuze asks an apparently incongruous question: '[Plato] divide[s] art into arts of production 

and arts of acquisition: but then why is fishing among the arts of acquisition? (59) The allusion is 

to the Sophist in which the Eleatic Stranger and Theaetetus, with some help from the Young 
236 Socrates, agree to 'inquire into the nature of the Sophist' 
. Orientating their discussion relative 

to Aristotle's method, one might say that they are setting out to differentiate the species 'Sophist' 

from among all those species that inhabit some larger genus. However, we will see how Deleuze 

goes on to claim that this is a superficial reading. Be that as it may, in the dialogue, before 

233 Gilles Deleuze, p. 6. Subsequent ref., p. 6. 
234 Gilles Deleuze p-6. 
235 The Dialogues of Plato ed. and trans. by B. Jowett, Vol. 3 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1953), The 
Statesman, pp. 429-530; Phaedrus, pp. 107-189; Sophist. pp. 321428. 
236 Plato, Sophist, p. 363 (21ff'). Subsequent ref., p. 363 (218d). 
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tackling that difficult 'tribe' (i. e. the Sophists), the parties agree to 'practise beforehand the 

method which is to be applied to them on some simple and smaller thing'. It is this method that 

attracts Deleuze's attention. Accordingly, the Stranger suggests that they practise on 'an angler'. 

Hence, Deleuze's otherwise incongruous reference to 'fishing'. 

The Platonic 'divisions' take their starting position from 'asking whether he [the angler] is a man 

having art or not having art, but some other power' (364). It is decided that he is 'a man of art'. 

In his summary analysis of the dialogue, B. Jowett writes: 'There are two kinds of art, - 

productive art, which includes husbandry, manufactures ... ; and acquisitive art, which includes 

learning, trading, fighting, hunting. The angler's is an acquisitive art' (339). The progression of t) 

the method of division is displayed in Plato's own final summary, put into the mouth of the 

Stranger: 'One half of all art was acquisitive - half of acquisitive art was conquest or taking by 

force, half of this was hunting, and half of hunting was hunting animals, half of this was hunting 

237 water animals'... and so on and so on . Until as Jowett puts it: 'we have arrived at the definition 

6 238 
of the angler's art . Deleuze takes his cue from Aristotle's famous objection to the Platonic 

method of division: 'According to Aristotle, it is a question of dividing a genus into opposing 

species: but then this procedure [i. e. the method of division] not only lacks "reason" by itself, it 

lacks a reason in terms of which we could decide whether something falls into one species rather 

than another' (59). By asking, 'Why is fishing among the arts of acquisitionT, Deleuze similarly 

means to imply that Plato has not demonstrated why fishing should fall into the acquisitive art. It 

is simply assumed that it does. 

In an endnote, Deleuze refers us to Aristotle's own critique of Plato's method of division in Prior 

Analýytics and Posterior Analytics (312): 'The path through the divisions does not deduce 

definitions 
... 

For it nowhere becomes necessary for the object to be such-and-such if these items 

are the case ... 
For you must not ask the conclusion, nor must it be the case simply inasmuch as it 

239 is granted' In his commentary on this passage, Barnes confirms Deleuze's reading: r) 
'Aristotle 

... points out that in a division the "conclusion" is not deduced from the "premisses", but 

is merely "asked", i. e. taken as an assumption'. 240 Aristotle shows how the above general 

objection works in the context of an actual example of a Platonic division, 'Is man an animal or 

237 
Plato. Sophist, p. 366, (221 h). 

238 

239 
lowcit, p., 139. 

Aristotle, Posterior Analytics. trans. by Jonathan Barnes, 2" edn. (Oxford: Clarendon Press. 1994). 11, 

c h. 5, p. 5 2.. 
240 Barnes--Iristotle: Posterior, 4nalvics. p. 21 1. 
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inanimate? If you assumed animal, you have not deduced it. Next, every animal is either 

terrestrial or aquatic: you assumed terrestrial ... that man is ... a terrestrial animal - is not necessarv 

from what you have said; rather you assume this too'. 241 The method Aristotle describes is 

isomorphic to that found in the Sophist. It is this method that Deleuze is pointing our attention to, 

so let us be clear what it is. In his commentary, Barnes explicates is as: 'The divider wants to 

define man: he assumes that everything is A, or A-,. and then assumes that man is Aj, next, he 

assumes that every AI is B1 or B2, and assumes that man is B I. Having carried on like this for as 

long as he pleases (the length makes no odds to the logic) he concludes that man is, by definition, 

AB 242 

In Prior Analytics, Aristotle makes the same case against the method but also reflects upon the 

'divider's' [i. e. Plato's] thought processes: 'Division is a sort of weak deduction; for it postulates 

what it has to prove ... But at first this escaped the notice of all those who made use of it, and they 

attempted to persuade us on the assumption that it was possible for there to be demonstrations 

about essences and what something i Sý. 243 Deleuze wants to rescue Plato's thought processes 

from this damning conclusion. In Deleuze's reading, Aristotle's mistake is that he has aligned 

Plato's motive with his own: namely, classification. But according to Deleuze, 'There is [in the 

Platonic division] nothing in common with the concerns of Aristotle' (60). For Deleuze, 

Aristotle's objections are well-made but a cause for the celebration not condemnation: 

Aristotle ... saw what is irreplaceable in Platonism, even though he made it precisely the 
basis of a criticism of Plato: the dialectic of difference has its own method - division - 
but this operates without mediation, without middle term or reason; it acts in the 
immediate and is inspired by Ideas. (59) 

For Plato, in Deleuze's reading: 'it is a question not of identifying but of authenticating' (60). 

The point of the method of division is, we are told, to show a lineage; Plato's aim is that 'of 

dividing a confused species into pure lines of descent' (59-60). It is far from clear what this In 
means. 

In clarifying what Deleuze means by a lineage, I can also show that Deleuze's reading, is not 

extravag, ant. Jowett, in his analysis of what he too sees as the related cluster of the Sophist, The 

241 Aristotle, Posterior, -Inall'tics, p. 53. 
242 Barnes, ýIrlstotle: Posterior. -InalYtics. p. 211. 
243 

. 4ristotle, Prior Analytics 1. ch. 31 - as quoted by Barnes in his commentary on the PosteriorAnalytics, 

p. -, Io. 



8-1 

Statesman and the Phaedrus, gives a commentary not too distant from Deleuze's. Like Deleuze. 

Jowett takes the method of The Statesman to be part of its message t: ) 

The dialectical interest of the Statesman seems to contend in Plato's mind ýý A the 
political; the dialogue might have been designated by two equally descriptive titles - 
either the 'Statesman', or 'Concerning method ,. 244 

Jowett distinguishes the dialectic as it appears in this group of dialogues, from earlier versions of 

the Platonic dialectic. He writes that the earlier Platonic dialectical method 'is a revIval of the 
245 Socratic question and answer applied to definition' 
. Therefore, Jowett agrees with Deleuze 

that these dialogues represent a change in direction. That being said, Jowett contends that the 

method formerly occupied with definition 'is now occupied with classification'. On the face of it, 

this is at variance with Deleuze who argues that these dialogues are occupied with neither 

'definition' nor 'classification' but 'authentication'. However, Jowett gives some succour to 

Deleuze's reading by pointing out how, in Philebus, there occurs some criticism, by Plato, of 

what it is that we should understand by 'classification'. Jowett argues that in The Statesman Plato 

does not forget a precept first learnt in Philebus: 'we are exhorted not to fall into the common 

error of passing from unity to infinity, but to find the intermediate classes'. This characteristic of 

the dialogues of 'division' is, I suggest, reminiscent of Deleuze's claim that Plato seeks, not 

classification, but 'a pure line of descent' (60). Indeed, Jowett settles on exactly the same form of 

words when describing the pattern of argument in the Sophist: 

The Sophist contains four examples of division, carried on by regular steps, until in four 
different lines of descent [my emphasis] we detect the Sophist. In the Statesman the king 

or statesman is discovered by a similar process. 246 

For Deleuze, the authentic line of descent points to an origin in a realm where 'difference' is 

internal not external. For Deleuze, the enigmatic nature of the Sophist himself is a kind of secret 

Platonic emblem, a glimmer, of pure difference. 

Deleuze evidences his thesis in respect of the method of division (i. e. that it is distinct from 

Aristotle's) by an analysis of The Statesman and the Phaedrus. Deleuze writes: 'The statesman is 

defined as the one who knows "the pastoral care of men" but many introduce themselves by 

244 
Jowett, commentary on The Statesman, p. 453 

245 
Jowcu, commentary on The Statesman, p. 453. Subsequent refs.: p. 453; p453. 

246 Jowctt, commentary on The Statesman, p. 453. 
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saying "I am the true shepherd of men", including merchants, farmers, bakers ... and the entire 

medical profession' (60). Deleuze is referring to the passage in which the Stranger first arrives at 

the division (which Jowett translates as) 'the art of man-herding'. 247 But soon after, the Strancer 

says: 

I want to ask, whether any one of the others has a nval, called by the name of a different 
art, who professes and claims to share with him the management of the herd? ... I mean to 
say that merchants, husbandmen, providers of food 

... will all contend with the herdsman 
of humanity, whom we call Statesmen, declaring that they themselves have the care of 
rearing or managing mankind. 

Hence we can see that Deleuze has a mandate for reading Plato as being engaged in the process of 

somehow evaluating 'rivals'. In order to demonstrate that this feature of the method of division is 

not peculiar to The Statesman, Deleuze goes on to find a parallel process at work in the Phaedrus. 

I will not rehearse that here. How are the pretenders to be distinguished from that which is 

genuine? Deleuze's answer moves us on to the next phase of the Platonic dialectic. 

Figure two: the installation of a mythic circle. 

Deleuze writes: 'The search for gold provides the model for this [Platonic] process of division' 

(60). Deleuze provides an endnote which makes clear that he is thinking, in this image of gold, of Z: ) t) 

a passage from The Statesman. 248 The Stranger is reflecting on the problem of how to 

distinguish: 

Natures still more troublesome because they are more nearly akin to the royal race and 
more difficult to discern; the examination of them may be compared to the process of 
refining gold. The workmen begin by sifting away the earth and stones ... there remain in C) 0 
a confused mass the valuable elements akin to gold, which can only separated by 
fire 

... these are at last refined away ... until the gold is left quite pure. 249 

The process is not neutral with regard to the expected outcomes. The 'workmen' are only t> 
interested in the gold, the other material is discarded as waste. Deleuze, similarly, reads Plato to 

have a partisan attitude to the outcomes of each division: 

247 Plato, The Stwesincin. p. 478. (267). Subsequent ref., pp. 478-479 (267). 
248 Dclcuic. D&R, p. 61 and p. 312: endnote no. 2 1. 
249 Plato, The Stwesman, p. -520 (303') 
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Difference is not between species ... 
but entirely on one side, within the chosen line of 

descent: there are no longer contraries within a single genus but pure and impure, good 
and bad 

... 
in a mixture which gives rise to a large species (60). 

It is not, as in Aristotle, a matter of taxonomy: of coolly determining differentia between species. 
According to Deleuze's reading, Plato discards one side of the outcome of the division because 

the 'gold' IS not present in it. It is as if what is given to us in experience is a mixture, what Plato 

calls, above, 'a confused mass'. The Platonic method of division is read as a process of gradually 

refining that mixture. At the final stage, it becomes a 'selection among rivals, the testing of 

claimants' (60). 

Plato puts into the Stranger's mouth the words: 

Had we not reason ... to apprehend, that although we may have described a sort of royal 
form, we have not as yet accurately worked out the true image of the Statesman? And 
that we cannot reveal him ... until we have disengaged ... him from those who hang about C) C, tD 

him... ? 250 

These 'hangers-on' are what Deleuze calls the rivals. It is as if the method of division, seen thus 

far, produces only a rough cut, one which must be further refined. How are we to proceed? 

Deleuze reflects 'the reader's great surprise' at the fact that Plato's answer comes in the form of a 

fiction, a myth (60). Plato introduces it in the guise of a diversion away from the trajectory of the 

argument thus far, but still heading in the same direction: 'let us make a new beginning, and 

travel by a different road' . 
25 1 Dressing it up as harmless fun, the Stranger says: 'I think we may 

have a little amusement; there is a famous tale, of which a good portion may with advantage be 

interwoven, and then we may resume our series of division, and proceed in the old path'. 

Despite Plato's ostensible attempts to persuade us otherwise, Deleuze treats the mythical content 

as an integral part of the general method: 'Division... integrates myth into the dialectic; it makes 

myth an element of the dialectic itself (61). If this is indeed the case then it will seem 'to 

confirm all Aristotle's objections ... in the absence of any mediation, division ... 
has to be relayed 

by myth which provides an imaginary equivalent of mediation' (61). 

Deleuze tells us that 'The structure of this myth is clear: it is a circle, with two dynamic functions 

- namelv, turning and returning, distributinc, and allocation' (61). The details of the myth are 

250 Plato, The Statesman, p. 479. 
251 Plato, The Statesman, p. 479. (20, Y Subsequent ref., p. 480, (26ffl-' 
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intricate and confusing but perhaps this is why Deleuze privileges the clarity of the 'structure' 

over those details. In the myth at the centre of the Statesman, there are indeed two cycles (or 

circles). In Jowett's summary analysis: 'There was a time when God directed the revolutions of 

the world, but at the completion of a certain cycle he let go; and the world ... turned back, and 

went round the other way'. 252 Hence of the myth, Deleuze can justifiably say that there is a 

'turning and returning'. It bears remarking, that although the notion of 'eternal return' will 

become important to Deleuze's project, this is not what is at stake here: 'Plato is certainly not a 

protagonist of eternal return' (61). In the first cycle, when God (Cronos) spun the world, life is 

described as 'blessed'. Jowett explains that God was 'the governor of the whole world, and other 

gods subject to him ruled over parts of the world' . 
253 These demi-, (! ),,, ods were 'shepherds of 

men ... each of them sufficing for those of whom he had the care. And there was no violence ... or 

war'. In that blessed time, God was, to man, what man is now to the animals. This matches 

Deleuze's reading, who writes: 'The Statesman invokes the image of an ancient God who ruled 

the world and men' (61). 

But when God released his hold and 'all the inferior deities gave up their hold', the world, 

spontaneously, started to spin the other way - and things started to change. 254 Jowett summanses 

it: 'in the beginning of the new cycle all was well enough, but as time when on, discord entered 

in; at length the good was minimized and the evil everywhere diffused'. At this point, God 

intervenes again to set matters straight 'bringing back the elements which have fallen into 

dissolution '. 255 But in the myth, God does not resume his former role of 'shepherd-king' but so 

arranges it that 'the world ... be the lord of his own progress ... the parts were ordained to grow and tn ZID 

,, cnerate and give nourishment'. Man has, as it were, to make his own way. At first this is 

difficult: 'Deprived of the care of God, who had possessed and tended them, they were left 

helpless 
... in the first ages they were still without skill or resource'. With education, however, the 

condition of man improves. What is the role of this story in the context of the method of 

division? 

252 Jowett, p. 435, (summarising Statesman 269). 
1 253 Joxx, ctt, p. 436, (suinniarising, Statesman 271). Subsequent ref., pp. 436-437, (271) 

254 Jowc1t, p. 437. (suniniarising Statesman 273). Subsequent ref., p. 437, (273). 
It, 255 Plato, The Statesnum. p. 485, (-'7ý"). Subsequent refs.: p. 485. (2174"), p. 486. (2 1-4(). 
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Figure three: the establishment of a foundation. 

Jowett summarises Plato's reply as being that the myth reveals an 'error' in the divisions. 256 That 

error was 'in choosing for our king a god, who belongs to the other cycle, Instead of a man from 

our own'. I take this to be the same as the burden of Deleuze's gloss: 'The Statesman invokes the 

image of an ancient God who ruled the world and men: strictly speaking, only this God deserves 

the name of shepherd-King of mankind' (60-61). Whereas in our world, as Jowett puts it, 'the 

statesman and kings ... very much resemble their subjects in education and breeding'. 257 Hence, 

the true statesman, as Deleuze puts it, is 'closest to the model of the archaic shepherd-God' (6 1 ). 

He must be disentangled from the rivals. But how? Williams advises: 'The connection between 

the myth and the pretenders is through what Deleuze calls the circle of myth - that is, the myth 

tells of how things were originally divided and it allows that division to return ,. 258 We arrive, 

therefore, at the familiar Platonic notion of 'participation' in an original and perfect Form or Idea. C, 

As Williams explains, by participation we must understand that 'Though actual things cannot be tn t) 

equal to the idea, they participate in it to greater or lesser degrees'. Hence, actual things (the Z71 

rivals) allow the original idea (the shepherd-king) to return, although some actual things allow it 

better than others. 

I rehearsed above, Aristotle's objection to the method of division: namely that Plato provided no 

basis on which to decide which half of the division to keep and which to discard. In Deleuze's 

reading, 'the myth as the principle of a test or selection ... imparts meaning to the method of the 4: 5 

division by fixing the degrees of an elective participation' (62). Deleuze wntes: t7l C) 

The claimants find themselves in a sense measured accordine, to an order of elective 4n 
participation, and among the statesman's rivals we can distinguish (according to the 
ontological measure afforded by the myth) parents, servants-and finally, charlatans and tl 
counterfeits. (61) 

We can now make better sense of Deleuze's claim that the aim of the method of division is not 

'the broad distinction among species but the establishment of a serial dialectic' or what Deleuze 

calls 'lines of descent' (62). In other words, the method of division sorts not horizontally (as is 

the case for species in a genus) but vertically. There are instances of actual things in the world b 

which are close to the ground or foundation state but other instances that are t'ar from it. r-I 

256 Jo\\-ctt, p. 438, (surnmarising Statesinall -2/7-5). 
Subsequent refs.: p. 438, (275). 

257 Jo\\ ett, p. 438. (surnmarising Statesman 2 75). 
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Ultimately, we reach the outer limits which are so distant from the ground as to fall to participate 

entirely: these are, in Deleuze's reading: 'simulacra or counterfeits who would be expo,, ed bý the 

test' (63). 

Badiou accuses Deleuze of involuntary Platonism. 259 The charge is made because Badiou claims 
that the virtual is the ground, or foundation, of the actual; and this ground is a One-ness, a unity. 
With this in mind, we should pay particular attention to the manner in which Deleuze critiques 
the third stage of the Platonic dialectic. Deleuze writes: 'The role of the ground appears in all 

clarity in the Platonic conception of participation ... (no doubt it is this foundation which provides 
division with the mediation it seems to lack and, at the same time, relates difference to the One)' 

(62). What does Deleuze mean by relating difference to the One? He invokes the familiar 

Platonic structure that, for example, 'Justice alone is just'. The Form or Idea of Justice possesses 
justice in 'first place': 'What possesses in first place is the ground itself (62)'. 1 take this to 

equate to the One. In contrast, the actual diverse (different) instances of justice, in the world 
(i. e. the things we call "just") possess justice only in 'second, third or fourth place' - or, in what 
Deleuze goes on to call 'a simulacral fashion' (62). The notion of a ranking (2 nd 3 rd 

, etc. ) comes 

about because the things we call "just" will participate 'in varying degrees' in the Idea of Justice. tl 
Were this to be the structure that Deleuze claims as his own it would indeed pose the kind of 

threat of which Badiou complains. But Deleuze's critique of Plato does not end there and it is the 

'fourth figure' in which we find an anticipation of where Deleuze's own project in Difference and 
Repetition will end. 

Figure four: the question-problem complex. t) 

Deleuze asks, 'in what, exactly, does the grounding test consist? (63)' At this point Deleuze's 

critique of Plato departs from close analysis of the dialogues and climbs to a lofty and very 

general assertion that 'Myth tells us that it always involves a further task to be performed, an 

enignia to be resolved. The oracle is questioned, but the oracle's response is itself a problem' 

(63). This is recognizable, for example, as the Oedipus myth. But there is no evidence of such a 
fui-ther dimension in the Statesman, for example. Deleuze's claim of 'always' is an exaggeration. 

But for all that, this step has peculiar significance insofar as what we will later come to recognize 

as Deleuze's own method is brought into alignment with the method which he wishes to attribute Z- Z: I 

258 GD's D&R, p. 8 1. Suhsequent ref- p. 8 1. 
259 CB, p. 6 1. 
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to Plato. Deleuze writes: 'We must recall that Plato defined the dialectic as proceeding b%. 

"problems" '(63). Deleuze gives no reference to what he means by Platonic 'problems'. I 

suggest that the sort of dialectical argument that he has in mind is akin to that which begins the 

Logic of Sense ('First Series of Paradoxes of Pure Becoming'). Here the first allusion is to Lewis 

Carroll's Alice in Wonderland and Through the Looking-Glass but is worth mentioning because it 

shows what Deleuze means by inherent 'problematicity'; what is more, Deleuze goes on to 

establish an explicit link between his reading of Carol] and his reading of Plato. 

Deleuze alludes to the famous 'drink me' episode in which Alice changes size: 'When I say 

"Alice becomes larger, " I mean she becomes larger than she was. By the same token ... she 

becomes smaller than she is now'. 260 One might say that this is, in fact, entirely unproblematic 

because as Deleuze admits: 'Certainly, she is not bigger and smaller at the same time'. So, what 

is the point? It is that 'it is at the same moment that one becomes larger than one wýls and smaller 

than one becomes'. The emphasis here is on the notion of 'becoming'. According to Deleuze, in 

the Alice episode we see the 'simultaneity of a becoming whose characteristic is to elude the 

present'. The point is that it is the same moment that 'one becomes larger than one was and t: ) 

smaller than one becomes'. Some philosophers would be disposed to see only a linguistic barrier 

being tested here, but Deleuze argues it has an ontological significance: 'It pertains to the essence 

of becoming to move and to pull in both directions at once'. 

The same general scheme occurs in Deleuze's reading of Plato. Deleuze proposes that Plato 

distinguishes between 'measured things ... 
fixed qualities' and 'a pure becoming without 

measure'. 261 In this regard, Deleuze cites a passage from Philebus, which he renders: ' "Hotter" 

never stops where it is but is always going a point further ... whereas definite quality is something C) 

that has stopped going on and is fixed'. Jowett translates the relevant passage: 

Socrates. Such an expression as "exceedingly"... and also the term "slightly", have the 
same significance as more or less; for wherever they occur they do not allow of the 
existence of quantity ... When definite quantity is once admitted, there can be no longer a 
"hotter" or a "colder" (for these are always progressing, and are never in one stay); but 

262 
definite quantity is at rest, and has ceased to progress . Z: I 

260 Deleum, Logic of Sense, p. 1. And subsequent refs. 
261 Deleum, Logic of Sense, p. I- Subsequent ref., p. 2 
262 The Dialogues oj'Plato Vol. 3, Philebus, pp. 561- 630, (p. 576). 
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We can now see what Deleuze means by the claim that the Platonic dialectic proceeds by 

'problems'. For Plato, 'Indeterminacy' is inevitable: it is a region which the dialectical method C) 

must visit, although it cannot rest there: 'Pure becoming, the unlimited, is the matter of the 

simulacrum insofar as it eludes the action of the Idea and insofar as it contests both model and 

copy at once. ' 263 The point is that this kind of problem/question will admit of no resting place, it 
has no 'solution', if by a solution one means a fixed and final outcome. But far from being a bar 

to 'thinking', it is a spur to it. Hence, to return to Difference and Repetition, we now see the 

background to Deleuze's observation that 'Neither the problem nor the question is a subjective 

determination marking a moment of insufficiency of knowledge. Problematic structure is part of 

objects in themselves, allowing them to be grasped as signs, just as the questioning or tD z: 1 

problematising instance is a part of knowledge' (63-64). 

Williams comments: 'Actual things allow the idea to return and do so well or poorly. That is how 

the idea allows for a double selection: the selection of ideas that return and the selection of the 

actual things that allow those ideas to return well'. 264 It is clear that at this point Deleuze wants 

to claim that the Platonic dialectic has a further ingredient. Although his detailed analysis of the Z-- 
Platonic dialogues breaks down, Deleuze purports that, 'Plato defined the dialectic as proceeding 

by 'problems', by means of which one attains the pure grounding principle' (63). It is the 

existence of a 'problem' that prompts 'solutions' in the shape of actual things. The critique of 

Plato at the end of Chapter One of Difference and Repetition, is interrupted by an interpolation 

concerning Heidegger's Philosophy of Difference (64-66). The relevance of this interruption 

seems to be to emphasise that Heidegger, in common with Plato, shows us that 'difference* has a 

nature: it is problematic, it poses a question. Hence we find: 'Ontological Difference 

corresponds to questioning. It is the being of questions which become problems' (65). For 

Deleuze, difference is something: 'We regard as fundamental this ... correspondence" between 

difference and questioning, between ontological difference and the being of the question'(66). 

The Sophist: the exception that subverts the rule. 

As we have seen, Deleuze claims to detect in the Platonic dialogues of 'division' a repeated four I Z) II 

fold pattern which defines the Platonic dialectic. The third figure is the invocation of a myth. 

This pattern appears in both The Statesman and in the Phaedrus. However, any inherent 

263 Logic of Sense, p. 2. 
264 GD's D&R. p. 81. 
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plausibility that this scheme might have had is threatened by the fact that the Sophist breaks the 

pattern: 'It will be objected that the third important text concerning di\, ision, the Sophist, presents 

no such myth'(6 I). Deleuze's initially puzzling reply to this objection is that 'in this text, by a 

paradoxical utilization of the method, a counter-utilisation, Plato proposes to isolate the false 

claimant par excellence, the one who lays claim to everything, without any right: the "sophist" 

'(6 1). The parallel argument in the Logic of Sense expresses the point more clearly: 'In the 
Sophist, the method of division is employed paradoxically not in order to evaluate just [i. e. true] 

pretenders, but, on the contrary, in order to track down the false pretender as such. 265 In other 

words, in The Statesman and the Phaedrus we see the Platonic dialectic at work in instances 

where the ambition is to isolate the 'gold' and discard the waste. In the Sophist, the re%, erse Is 

true: Plato aims, ostensibly, to sift out the quintessential nature of 'fools gold'. Hence, the 

progress of the method might legitimately differ without breaking the rule. The reason that I 

claim that the Sophist is the exception that subierts the rule, rather than the exception that proves 
it, is because, ultimately, Deleuze argues that the charlatan that Plato affects to despise (the 

Sophist) is emblematic of the subversion, the overturning, of Platonism. But when I say, 'affects 

to despise', I mean that part of Deleuze's critique of Plato involves the complicated claim that 

what Plato finds in the Sophist is not 'fools gold' after all, and that Plato knows it. According to 

Deleuze, Plato himself equips us with the tools to destroy Platonism and rescue modem 

philosophy. The concept which is 'poison' to Platonism but 'meat' for anti-Platonism is the 

'sii-nulacrum'. This concept is directly relevant to the controversy between Deleuze and Badiou. 

As we have seen, for Deleuze, the defining distinction of Platonism is that between the model and 

the copy. However, Deleuze argues that, within Platonism, the concept of the 'copy' is subject to 

a further critical distinction. In the Sophist, this distinction is presaged in an exchange during Z: ) 
which the Eleatic Stranger and Theaetetus discuss what Jowett translates as, 'the art of likeness- 

making'. 266 The Stranger initially makes the conventional point that to be 'a likeness' the copy 

must, generally speaking, resemble the original in certain key respects: 'a likeness of anything is 

made by producing a copy which is executed according to the proportions of the original, similar In In In 

in lenath and breadth and depth, each thing-its appropriate colour'. Theaetetus posits that any C) z: 1 

nnitation, in order to be a likeness. must invariably resemble the original. But the Stranger does 

not concur: 

265 DeleLize. Logic of'Sense. p-256. 
266 Plato, the Sophist, p. 384. (235"). Subsequent ret's.: p. 384. (235'), pp. 384-385, (235'--136) 
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Not always; in works either of sculpture or of painting. which are of an\ magnitude, there 
is a certain degree of deception; for if artists were to give the true proportions of 
their ... models, the upper part, which is farther off, would appear to be out of proportion 
in comparison with the lower, which is nearer; and so they give up the truth in their 
images and make only the proportions which appear to be beautiful, disregarding the real 
one. 

Patton summarises the point: 'the appearance of correct proportion [to the eye of the observer] is 

only produced by the departure from parallel proportions, by the difference between the internal 

relations of the illusory copy and those of the figure it resembles'. 267 The burden of this new 

category of 'images' becomes of central significance to Deleuze's reading of Plato and to his oWn 

concept of the simulacrum. 

Deleuze writes: 'Plato divides in two the domain of images-idols: on the one hand there are the 

copies-icons, on the other there are simulacra-phantasms'. 268 In an endnote Deleuze citcs a 

reference within the Sophist that occurs immediately after the exchange that I have introduced 

above. Here, the Stranger concludes as follows (albeit in the dialectical disguise of a series of 

questions): 

What shall we call those resemblances of the beautiful, which appear such owing to the 
unfavourable position of the spectator ... [i. e. as in the case of the sculptures]? May we 
not call these "appearances", since they appear only and are not really like? ... May we not 
fairly call the sort of art, which produces an appearance and not an image, phantastic 
art? ... These then are the two kinds of image-making - the art of making likenesses, and t-ý t: l Zý 

? 269 
phantastic or the art of making appearances . 

In his reading of Plato, this is the justification for the distinction that Deleuze makes between L_ 

'-ood and bad copies or, rather, copies (always well-founded) and simulacra (always engulfed in 

dissimilarity')'. 270 That Plato makes a distinction of this general sort is clear but what are we 

supposed to conclude from it? 

We might first note the relevance in this context of Plato's famous hostility to art, as a copy of a 

copy, in the Republic. For example, a painter might make a picture of a bed. Alison Ross writes: r) 
'The Idea of "a bed" is a model untrammeled by sensibility and contains only those features that 

'tt-c the necessary conditions for any bed (that it is a structure able to support the weight of a 

267 , Anti-Platonism and Art', p. 150. 
268 Delcum. Logic of Sense, p. 256. 
269 Plato, the Sophist. p. W. (236") 
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person)'. 271 Plato recognizes that the instantiation of the Idea of a bed, in an actual bed: 

ýnecessanily places certain limitations on this form by making it a certain height and colour'. The 1.1D 
painter who produces an image of that actual bed, 'copies all the things about the bed that are 

inessential to its use (that it is a particular colour, a particular height, in a particular setting) but is 
unable to copy any of those features of the bed that relate to its function (that it has a structure 

able to support the weight of a person). ' For Plato, this makes such an image of a bed futile but. 

nevertheless, harmless. However, in dramatic poetry 'the spectators ... are inducted into the 

world ... where an actor playing the role of statesman... "Is" this role'. In other words, their 

disbelief is suspended. For Plato, such 'Images' are malevolent because they themselves become 

amodel. We see now the justification for Deleuze's claim that Plato's motivation and Anstotle's 

are quite distinct. Plato, fearing the rise of the simulacrum, seeks a method to 'authenticate' the 

good copies: 'It is a question of assuring the triumph of the copies over simulacra, of repressing 

simulacra, keeping them completely submerged, preventing them form climbing to the surface, 
272 and "insinuating themselves" everywhere' . 

Deleuze argues that the simulacrum is intended, by Plato, to differ 'in kind' from the good copy. 
If so, then it is Plato who first sowed the seed for a philosophy of difference: 'Was it not 

inevitable that Plato should be the first to overturn Platonism, or at least to show the direction 

such an overturning should take? (68). Plato is held to anticipate the potential force and 

giddying consequences of the simulacrum. If an image can itself become a model, then perhaps 

there may be no way of distinguishing the good copy from the bad copy? As Deleuze puts it: 

'Plato discovers, in the flash of an instant, that the simulacrum is not simply a false copy, but that 
273 it places in question the very notations of copy and model' . This is played out in the final 

pages of the Sophist. 

After a discussion on the existence of non-being, the Stranger and Theaetetus return to the 

question of the division of 'imitation'. They again rehearse how men 'make one house by the art 

of building, and another by the art of drawing' and this is generalized into: 'there are realities C) 
and a creation of a kind of similitudes'. 274 The Stranger recalls from their earlier discussion: 'that Z: ) 

of the image-making class the one part was to have been likeness-making, and the other C, -- Cý 

270 Deleu/e, Logic of Sense. p. 257. 
271 'S -v, pp. 208-209, (p. 208). And subsequent refs. Mi, on Ross, 'Plato', in The Deletize Dictionai. 
272 Defeu/c, Logic of Sense. p. 257. 
273 Deleu/c. Logic of'Sen. w, p. 256. 
274 Plato, the Sophis't. p. 425. (200"). Subsequent refs.: p. 425, (266'); p. 425, (26T) 
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phanta,, tic'. But now a new series of divisions is introduced: 'let us proceed to divide the 

phantastic art into two'. These are the divisions that lead to the final identification of the Sophist 

himself and of which Deleuze writes excitedly: 

It may be that the end of the Sophist contains the most extraordinary adventure of 
Platonism: as a consequence of searching in the direction of the simulacrum and of 
leaning over its abys s. 275 

How is this reading possible? It flies in the face of the fact that we have already seen how Plato 

has distinguished between realities and mere similitudes. Deleuze's point is that 'The final 

definition of the Sophist leads us to the point where we can no longer distinguish him from t: l C, 

276 
Socrates himself' . 

The Stranger distinguishes between the kind of phantasm that is 'produced by an instrument, and 

another in which the creator of the appearances in himself the instrument'. 277 The latter category 

is the one that interests Plato; it is clarified as that in which 'anyone, by the use of his own body, 

makes his figure or his voice appear to resemble yours'. Of this category, 'there are some who 

imitate, knowing what they imitate, and some who do not know'. Hence, a mimic, someone who 

uses their body to imitate Theaetetus, falls into the former category: they must 'know you and 

your figure'. But this is desi ned, by Plato, to get us to consider the tribe that mimic 'the figure b9Z: I 

or the form of justice or of virtue in general'. Of these, 'many, having no knowledge of either, 4: 7 

but only a sort of opinion, try hard to make it seem that they have the thing about which they hold 

this opinion'. What is more, 'they do.. [not] always fail in their attempt to be thought just, when 

they are not'. Plato expects to find the Sophist in this group because 'the Sophist was classed C, 

with imitators 
... but not among those who have knowledge'. 

t: ) r-) 

This group is divided again into 'a simple creature, who thinks that he knows that which he only 

fancies; the other sort has knocked about among arguments, until he suspects and fears that he is 

ignorant of that which to others he pretends to know'. 278 It is the latter category, dubbed 'the 

dissernbling or ironical imitator', that interests Plato and Deleuze because, at this point, the 

persona of the Sophist coverges with that of Socrates. Plato divides again to find: 'the dissembler C: 1 t-ý 

\N, ho harangues a multitude in public in a long speech, and the dissembler who in private and in Zg In 

275 Deleuze, Logic of Sense, p. 256. 
276 Logic ol'Sense. p- -) ý(J. 
277 Plato, t1le Sopilist, p. 42-5. (267). Subsequent rck.: p. 425 (207'), p. 426, (267"' and 207); p. 427, (267) 
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short speeches compels the person who is conversing with him to contradict himself. Plainly, 

Plato cannot mean to imply that his hero, Socrates, is a Sophist. But Deleuze suýgtglests, - 

The final description of the Sophist leads us to the point where we can no longer 1: 1 

distinguish him from Socrates himself - the ironist working in private by means of brief r) n 
arguments. Was it not necessary to push irony to that extreme? Was it not Plato himself 
who pointed out the direction for the reversal of Platoni SM? 279 

It is as if, for a moment, Plato looks into the abyss: there is no model, there are only images. 4: ý 

Everything is a simulacrum. 

Deleuze writes: 'the simulacrum is built upon a disparity or difference, it intemalises a 
- 280 dissimilarity' . Patton explains that in the case of the example of the colossal statue, 'the 

appearance of correct proportion is only produced by the departure from parallel proportions, by 

the difference between the internal relations of the illusory copy and those of the figure it 

resembles' (150). Within the context of the Platonic dialogue one could still object that even 

though this is the case there is, nevertheless, still the figure that the statue resembles i. e. the 

model or original. In other words, for Plato, there is still 'correct proportion' - and if there were 

no correct proportions there could be no aberrant proportions that mimic correct proportions. 

However, Deleuze's point is that Plato gives away more than he can afford. It is resemblance that 

is the illusion: what we think of as the primary fact of 'resemblance' is, for Deleuze, only ever a 

secondary effect of deeper primary differences. If this is the case then what Plato takes to be the 

exception (the simulacrum) is the rule. Patton writes: 

To assert the primacy of the simulacra is to affirm a world in which difference rather than 
sameness is the primary relation: everything assumes the status of a simulacrum. Thi 

1: ) 1 ings 
are constituted by virtue of the differential relations they enter into, both internally and in 

281 
relation to other things . 

In other words, if the Sophist and Socrates look the same to us, how could we ever tell them 

apart" Which is the original and which is the fake? Which came first: resemblance or it"i 

difference'? Plato can only resolve this via a mythical intervention. We must resolve it by 

278 Plato, the Sophist, p. 427. (26ff'). Subsequent refs.: p. 427, (268" and 26e) 
279 Deleum, Logic of Sense, p. 256. 
280 Deleum, Logic of Sense. p. 258 
281 . Anti-Platonism and Nrt', p. 152. 
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accepting that there are only images. On this view, everything is a simulacrum, difference came 
first. Hence at the conclusion of Deleuze's critique of Plato, Deleuze substitutes his revised 

version of the dialectic: 'selection, repetition, ungrounding, the question-problem complex' (68). 

Interim conclusions. 

Badiou claims that there is a 'price [that Deleuze] must pay for inflexibly maintaining the thesis 
282 

of [the] univocity [of Being]' The price is that 'the multiple can only be of the order of 

simulacra'. That being the case, we are further told, 'if one classes - as one should - every 

difference without a real status, every multiplicity whose ontological status is that of the One, as a 

simulacrum, then the world of beings is the theater of the simulacra of Being'. We saw from my 

earlier treatment of Deleuze's reading of Aristotle that Deleuze indeed maintains, inflexibly, the 

thesis of the univocity of Being. In this chapter, we have further seen that Deleuze indeed holds 

that everything in the world (i. e. actual things) are 'simulacra'. But Badiou is entirely wrong in 

the price that he believes that Deleuze must pay for this, because he misunderstands what Deleuze 

means by a simulacrum. Although Badiou makes his points In a confusing way we should note 

that he is claiming that the simulacra are 'difference[s] without a real status'. In other words, 

Badiou is of the view that Deleuze is committed to forsaking the reality of the multiple (of 

individual actual things) in favour of the reality of the One. This is, supposedly, because the 

multiple are simulacra, and simulacra have no ontological status: they are not real. 

Accordingly, Badiou is puzzled by Deleuze's avowed anti-Platonism. For Badiou, Deleuze's 
tý 

position: 

Strangely, has a Platonic ... air to it. It is though the ... supereminent One immanently 

engenders a procession of beings whose univocal sense it distributes, while they ... have 
4D t: ) 

only a semblance of being. But, in this case, what meaning is to be given to the 
Nietzschean program that Deleuze constantly validates: the overturning of Platonism? 

May, like me, believes that, on this point, Badiou can readily be answered because 'Badiou 

misreads Deleuze's project of overturning Platonism'. 283 Badiou's objection falls to pieces once 

one recognizes that, for Deleuze, the simulacra do have ontological status. Badiou has no Z-- 
justification for his assumption that, for Deleuze, 'every object, or every being, is a mere 

282 CB, p. 210. And subsequent rel's. 
283 , Badiou and Dclcuze on the One and the Many', p. 69. 
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127simulacrum'; the accent being on 'mere'. 284 May wntes, 'The goal of overturning Platonism 

is not to deny the simulacrum, but rather to deny the distinction between simulacrurn and 
, 285 

copy For Plato, a distinction can be made between the good copy, which resembles the tD 
original model or Idea, and the bad copy, the simulacrum, which stands in a less than veridical 

relation to the model. But the whole point of Deleuze's critique of Plato is to show that this 
distinction must be collapsed: everything is a simulacrum. The world is made of images 
(simulacra) which do not stand in a relationship of resemblance to anything tD, 

What exactly is reversed in the reversal of Platonism? It is the order of priority of 'resemblance' 

and 'difference'. The Forrns do not resemble anything: they are identical to themselves. For 

Plato, actual things resemble, to a greater or lesser extent, the eternal and self-identical Forms: it 

seems fair to say, therefore, that difference, is measured by the extent of resemblance. To reverse 

Platonism is to reverse this priority. It is to try to think not in terms of a self-identical original but 

instead of an original and 'internal difference'. In the previous chapter on Hegel I have shown 

how we should understand internal difference. In summary, an internal difference does not rely 

on an external relationship between terms. Original difference is instead like time itself: pure 

change. I shall develop this idea further in the following two chapters dealing with Deleuze's 

reading of Bergson. When Platonism is reversed, resemblance becomes a surface effect of a b 

deeper originating realm of difference. 

284 CB, p. 52. 
285 , Badiou and Deleuze on the One and the Many', p. 69. 
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Chapter 5. The continuous multiplicity: Bergson. 

Introduction to the chapter. 

This chapter acts as a propaedeutic to Deleuze's reading of Bergson in Chapter Two of Difference 

and Repetition, 'Repetition for Itself. I argue that just as Deleuze's reading of Spinoza is at the Z: 1 
heart of his commitment to the univocity of Being, so Deleuze's reading of Bergson is at the heart t: ) Z7 
of his commitment to the philosophy of multiplicity. This chapter of the thesis provides. 

therefore, the necessary background information on four Bergsonian concepts which are active in 

the argument of Chapter Two of Difference and Repetition: 

(1) Duration. Bergson writes: In my opinion every summary of my views will distort their 

general nature ... 
if it does not set out from in the first place, and constantly return to, what I 

regard as the core of the doctrine: the intuition of duration (durýe). 286 Accordingly, I provide an C) 

initial survey of Bergson's concept of duration and Deleuze's appropriation of It. 

(2) The actual and the virtual. I later argue that this distinction is the key to the controversy 

between Deleuze and Badiou. Hence, I introduce it here. 

(3) The continuous multiplicity. Badiou's claim that Deleuze is a philosopher of the One lies at 

the opposite pole to my thesis. Looking ahead to Chapter Four of Difference and Repetition 

('Ideas and the Synthesis of Difference') we find Deleuze's reply to Badiou's objection: 

"Multiplicity", which replaces the one no less than the multiple, is the true substantive, substance 

itself ... Everything is a multiplicity ... Even the many is a multiplicity; even the one is a 

multiplicity ... Instead of the enormous opposition between the one and the many, there is only the 

variety of multiplicity - in other words, difference' (182). Deleuze explicitly connects this 

nianifesto for a philosophy of multiplicity with Bergson: it is Bergson who has shown 'That the t: ý 

one is a multiplicity' (182). 1 argue that Deleuze is a philosopher of the multiple because his 
1=1 

ontology is derived from Berason's, and Bergson's is an ontology of the multiple. However, I 
t-1 4D In 

need to be clear as to precisely what type of multiple is at stake. Hence, I introduce Bergson's 

distinction between 'continuous' and 'discrete' multiplicities. 

286 Wan - quoted hN A. R. Lacy. Bergson (London: Routledpc, 1989). p. 26. ges. as 



101) 

(4) Memory andperception. Bergson's theory of memory feeds directly into the paradoxes of 
Time which are at the heart of the argument of Chapter Two of Difference and Repetition. This 

theory is highly counter-intuitive and, therefore, I provide some brief but necessary background. 

The theory of perception is not only a corollary of the theory of memory but is also relevant to the 

concept of the 'virtual image' which features in the controversy between Deleuze and Badiou. 

The substantive argument of the chapter then circulates around two broad themes: 

(5) Bergson's radical dualism: the difference of nature: 

To defend Deleuze's philosophy of the multiple is not only to defend it against the One. If 

according to Deleuze, there is, literally, 'only the variety of the multiplicity', then a philosophy of 

the multiple must replace the philosophy of 'the Two' as well as 'the One'. 'The Two' clearly 

includes the dialectical difference of Hegel. Indeed, in chapter 3 of the thesis I have shown how, 

in Hardt's words, Deleuze's essay, 'Bergson's Conception of Difference' fires the first shots in a 47) 

career-long 'antagonistic p *ect against Hegel 9.287 1 do not, therefore, rehearse those arguments r0J 
b1 

again here. However, if the philosophy of the multiple is to replace the philosophy of 'the Two', 

one might also expect it to eschew dualisms; Cartesian dualism being only the most notorious 

example. What are we to make, therefore, of the fact that Bergson, the putative champion of the 

philosophy of multiplicity, is much more obviously committed to a kind of radical dualism? 

Bergson's Matter and Memory is a key source for Deleuze's Difference and Repetition. Bergson 

writes that the subject of Matter and Memory is 'the problem of the relation between soul and 

body'. 288 In the very opening words of Matter and Memory Bergson writes brazenly: 'This book 

affirms the reality of spirit and the reality of matter; and he goes on to describe the book as, 

'frankly dualistic'. 

(6) A new monisiii. - the Ortual multiplicity 

There is, perhaps, a hint of disapproval in what Deleuze calls Bergson's 'taste for dualisms': 

287 Gilles Deteii, -. i,:, Aii, -Ipl)i-etititýi, sliip in Philosoph N" P. 9. 
288 Henri Bergson, Miater and Meinon% trans. by Nancy Margaret Paul and W. Scott Palmer (New York: 
Zone Books, 1ý99 1), p. II- Subsequent *ref- p. 9. 
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The Bergsonian dualisms are famous: duration-space, quality-quantity. heterogeneous- 
homogeneous, continuous-discontinuous, memory-matter, recollection-perception. 
contraction-relaxation ... 

instinct-intelligence, the two sources. etc. 289 

We should note, however, that Deleuze immediately qualifies this list ývith the telling comment 

that dualisms 'do not ... have the last word in... [Bergson's] philosophy'. I argue that this 'last 

word' comes to entail an underlying monism. However, this threatens only to return us to the 

problem of 'the One', and Badiou's objection, from which we sought to escape, on Deleuze's L_ 

behalf, in the first place. I must show, therefore, how Deleuze's reading of Bergson allows for a t: ) tn' 

monism that is compatible with Deleuze's philosophy of multiplicity. 

Sources. 

Deleuze's treatment of Bergson in Chapter Two of Difference and Repetition (1968) is dense and 

understated. That being the case, I support it in this preparatory chapter with two other sources. 

First, Deleuze's early essay 'Bergson's Conception of Difference' (1956). The second extra 

source is peculiarly relevant insofar as I find cause to agree with Hardt who observes: 'When 

Deleuze returns to Bergson in the mid- 1960s to write Bergsonism, he takes up again many of his 

early arguments but his polemical foundation changes slightly ... the central critical focus is 
290 directed toward the problem of the One and the Multiple' . 

Bergson's concept of duration (duree). 

I suspect that what Deleuze so admires about Bergson's concept of duration is that, like 

'difference', it eludes definition. In 'What is Philosophy? ' Deleuze (and his co-author Guattari) 
291 define philosophy as 'the discipline that involves creating concepts' . When seen in these 

terrns, duration is a philosophical concept precisely because it does not map out some easily 

recognizable aspect of mundane life. As Colebrook puts it, 'The creation of a concept does not 

label a generality - marking out all occurrences of x as 'Y'. ' 292 Instead, it provides an tý, Z: ) 

opportunity for thinking and living differently. A philosophical concept is designed to resonate: r. ý, tl 
'Concepts are centres of vibration, each in itself and every one in relation to all others. 293 

289 Bergsonism, p. 21. Subsequent ret'.. p. 2" * 290 Gilles Delcu, -. e. - AnApprenticeship in PhilosophY. p. 10. 
291 What Is Philosophv. ", p. 5. 
292 

Delcitze: A Guidefor the Perplexed, p. 27. 
293 Deleum and Guattari, What Is Philosophv?. p. 23. 
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Most commentators read 'duration' as the doctrine that Time contains no 'Instants'. Bergson 

gives a large number of different illustrations by which he seeks to demonstrate this truth. One 

such example (that, as we shall later see, Deleuze bends to his own purposes) arises from Bergson 

reflecting on hearing a neighbouring clock striking the hour. Bergson imagines that he comes to 

attend to the strokes of the clock only after some of the strokes have already sounded. Hox does 

he know how many strokes to add to the ones that he actively counts after he is paying attention" t: ý 

I only have to turn my attention backwards to count up the four strokes which have 
already sounded and add them to those which I hear ... the first four sounds had struck my 
ear and even affected my consciousness, but 

... the sensations produced by each one of 
them ... had melted into one another in such a way as to give the whole a peculiar quality, 
to make a kind of musical phrase out of it. In order ... to estimate retrospectively the 
number of strokes sounded, I tried to reconstruct the phrase in thought: my imagination C, 1-ý 

made one stroke, then two, then three, and as long as it did not reach the exact number 
four, my feeling, when consulted, answered that the total effect was qualitatively 294 different . 

He counted until it 'felt' right. This kind of thought experiment re-sensitises us to the way in 

which Time is an organic whole: there are no breaks in it. But whilst this unceasing flow is the 

ultimate reality of our mental lives, it is, Bergson claims, a reality that humankind cannot live in 

for long. It is in our nature to dam the flow of time in order to render it liveable, and this explains 

Bergson's related theory of perception. Our perceptions freeze duration for the purposes of 

utility. In other words, in order that we, as bodies in the world, can carry out necessary actions in 

the world. 

The range of Bergson's concept of duration increases further when one recognizes how it merges 

with his general account of the nature of 'movement'. Just as we tend to think of time as being 
tD týl 

composed out of a series of instants, we also tend to think of a moving thing as being engaged in 

a series of temporary 'halts'. This is, of course, the way of thinking that characterises Zeno's 

famous paradox of Achilles and the tortoise. Bergson rejects this view by challenging its 
295 

asstimption that we should argue 'about movement as though it were made of immobilities, . 
Mox, ernent, for Bergson, is a qualitative change not a quantitative change. For Bergson, there is r: 1 r.: 1 t: ) 

294 Henri Bergson. Time and Free Will, trans. hy F. L. Pogson (London: George Allen, 1913), pp. ] 27-128. 
295 Henri Bci-(-,,,, oii. The Creative Mind, trans. hy Mabellc L. Andison (Connecticut: Greemvood, 1968). 

17 1. 
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movement but there is no-thing that moves. Movement is a kind of change in the qualitative 

state of the universe as a whole. Paradoxical though it is, Bergson states hi n is doct i ne ýe ry c learl 

There are changes, but there are underneath the change no things which change: change 
has no need of a support. There are movements, but there is no inert or invariable object 
which moves: movement does not imply a mobile. 296 

Bergson's is thus a 'process philosophy' by which change itself becomes a substance: 'The 

difficulties raised by the ancients around the question of movement and by the modems around 

the question of substance disappear, the former because movement and change are substantial, the tn 
latter because substance is movement and change'. Hence the significance of Bergson's 

reference to Zeno's paradoxes of movement: 'The essence of all ... movements, even that of pure 

transference like Achilles' race, is alteration'. 

Deleuze would largely accept Bergson's account of the seamless nature of time, the non-verldical 

nature of perception, and the qualitative nature of movement. And yet we have not reached an 

adequate understanding of why Bergson's concept of duration is of seminal importance to tn 

Deleuze. Robin Durie points out that although duration is 'Without doubt, the decisive concept in 
Bergson's philosophy', it is notable that, 'in his Bergson interpretation, Deleuze spends 

comparatively little time discussing' it. 297 When Deleuze does discuss it, he demurs from the t7- 
popular view: 'Bergsonian duration is, in the final analysis, defined less by succession than by 

298 1 coexistence' . What Deleuze is alluding to here is that mere succession is not duration at a 1. 

The only reason that anything 'endures' is if the seamless moments are somehow retained or 

goathered-up. In Bergson's theory this 'gathering-up' is a function of memory. Hence, Ber-son r-) L- 
often equates duration and memory. Without a memory that presides over the seamless passing b 
of time, the universe starts afresh at every moment. This is what Bergson means by 'our duration 

is not merely one instant replacing another; if it were, there would never be anything but the b 
present' . 

299 When, therefore, Deleuze speaks of duration as being defined by 'co-existence' he 

means that the past exists alongside the present in memory. As Bergson expresses it, 'Duration is 

the continuous progress of the past which gnaws into the future and which swells as it advances. :n ZID 

And ýis the past grows without ceasing so also there is no limit to its preservation'. t: l t7l 

296 The0-eativ(, Mind, p. l73. Stibsequentref.. p. 184, 
297 Robin Duric. 'Splitting Time: Ber-son's Philosophical LcpcN', Philosopliv Todav 44 (Summer '(X)O), 
152- 168 (p. 154). 
298 Bei-gsonisin, p. 60. 
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I began this sketch of Bergson'ý concept of duration with the idea of 'succession'. I %kent on to 

counterpoise, against duration as 'succession', the element of 'co-existence' Implicit in Bergson',, 

concept of duration. Having done so, I now need to return to the notion of succession in order to 

show how the overall concept of duration is complicated by the interaction between succc.,, -., sion 

and co-existence. The notion of 'succession' might seem to allow one to define duration, quite 

simply, as temporal 'continuity'; and in a sense this is true. But before moving on it is vital to t: ) 

recognize that it is equally true that duration can be defined in terms of discontinuity. What I 

mean by this is that as the seamless flow of time is gathered up by memory (co-existence), no 

previous state of things can ever return. Hence Bergson, in the context of our psychological 4: ) 

duration, can write: 'From [the] ... survival of the past it follows that consciousness cannot go ZD 

through the same state twice. The circumstances may still be the same, but they will act no 

longer on the same person, since they find him at a new moment in history ... That is why our 

duration is irreversible'. 
300 If some event (A) happens to me at T', and then (A) happens to ine 

2 
again at T, it cannot be said that the overall state of the universe has returned to the state of (A) 

because there are now, two co-existing states: (A) at T2 and the memory of (A) at T1. Durational 

time is discontinuous in the sense that, for me, each 'instant' (accepting that Bergson has no real 

right to that term) is newly christened: every moment is a new moment. There is no aoino back. 

This much may be accepted but, as it stands, it would be a fact about human psychology or about 

the mental life of any conscious being. But Bergson takes a further much more ambitious step, 

which is to claim that the discontinuity (i. e. the novelty) of the duration of our mental lives is 

mirrored in the universe as a whole. On this view, there is not only 'no going back' for us, there 

is no simple brute repetition of anything. Everything is always new. Why? 
t: 1 

Bergson writes, the 'universe endures'. 301 This means that dead or inanimate things also exist in 

a way that 'gathers up' their past. This is the burden of Bergson's puzzling thought-experiment 

which attends the banal process of dissolving sugar in water: 

Succession is an undeniable fact, even in the material world. Though our reasoning on Zý' 11-1) 

isolated systems may imply that their history, past, present, and future, might be 

instantaneously unfurled like a fan, this history 
... unfolds itself gradually, as if it occupied r) 

a duration like our own. If I want to mix a glass of sugar and water, I must ... wait until Z: ý t: ' 

299 Henri Bergson. Creative Evolution, trans. by Arthur Mitchell (New York: Dover Publications, 1998). 

p. 4. And subsequent ref. 
300 Mattei- and Memol-v, pp. 5-6. (Henceforth. R11. ) 
301 Creative Evolution , p. 11. (Henceforth. CE). 
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the sugar melts. This little fact is big with meaning. For here the time I have to wait is 
not that mathematical time which would apply equally well to the entire history of the 
material world, even if that history were spread out instantaneously in space. It coincides 
with my impatience ... with a certain portion of my own duration. which I cannot protract 
or contract as I like. It is no longer somethin thought, it is something 1wed 

... What else 9 in 
can this mean than that the glass of water, the sugar, and the process of the sugar's 
melting in the water are abstractions, and that the Whole within which they have been cut 
out by my senses and understanding progresses, it may be in the manner of a 

? 302 
consciousness. 

Bergson's analysis relies on the extent to which it is true to say that the sugar, the water and the 

glass properly represent an 'Isolated system': 'All our belief in objects, all our operations on the 

systems that science isolates, rest in fact on the idea that time does not bite into them'. In an 
isolated system 'abstract time' (as distinct from durational time) is said to measure only 'a certain 

number of simultaneities or ... correspondences'. On this view, Time measures whether event (A) 

occurs simultaneously with event (B). What this abstract time of isolated systems is not 

concerned with is 'the nature of the intervals between these correspondences'. This explains, the 

import, in the instance of the sugar water experiment, of the implied claim that for science (i. e. 

that which studies isolated systems) the process of the sugar dissolving in the water might just as 4: 1 tlý In 

well occur instantaneously 'like a fan'. From the scientific point of view, nothing of importance 

would have changed in the characteristics of the system. The only significance of our psychology 

in Bergson's thought-experiment is that it discloses something about the nature of the universe at 

large. I cannot make my Time run faster or slower. But my endurance 'contains' the melting of 

the sugar; in other words, the two (my time and the sugar's time) exist in a relationship that is 

disclosed by my impatience. My life, which runs alongside the melting of the sugar, validates as 

real, the rhythm by which the sugar melts; this rhythm cannot just be thought away, as if nothing Zýl 4: 1 tý, 

in the universe would have changed if the melting of the sugar had, instead, 'unfolded like a fan', 

instantaneously, without any succession in time. Hence, the sugar, the water and the glass are not 

an isolated system because "I" (the one who waits) am part of it. 

E\, eii though it may 'for convenience of study' be reasonable for science to act (i. e. in creating 

experimental set-Lips) as if there was such a thing as an 'isolated system', Bergson's point is tý, Cý 
clearly to deny it. He expands the ar, (),, ument to a cosmic scale: 

Our sun radiates heat and light beyond the farthest planet. And, on the other hand, it 
moves in a certain fixed direction, drawing with it the planets and their satellites. The 

302 CE, pp. ()-10. Suhscquentret'S.: p-8. 
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thread attaching it to the rest of the universe is doubtless \, ej-% tenuous. Neverthelc,,,,. it is 
along this thread that is transmitted down to the smallest particle of the world in which 
we live the duration immanent to the whole of the universe. The universe endures. 303 

Everything is connected to everything else. The system of sugar-water is thus an 'abstraction' 

insofar as it has been cut-out from the Whole. In order to be seen to endure it needs, therefore, to 

be 'reintegrated into the Whole'. But, we are told, that Whole 'progresses ... in the manner of a 

consciousness'. Thus the proof of the endurance of things rests not on my psychology but 

because we can think of the universe as having a kind of consciousness. 

Keith Ansell Pearson raises an obvious worry: 'Bergson appreciates that using the word 

"consciousness" to account for the endurance of things is likely to induce an aversion in many 

readers simply because of its anthropomorphic attachments 304 Ansell Pearson tries to cure our 

'ýiversion' by suggesting that: 'In thinking the impersonal character of the consciousness that 

belongs to duration we are not to preserve the personal 'human' character of memory, but rather 

pursue the opposite course'. Those with an aversion to anthropomorphism must seek to 

understand the human in terms of the universe, not the universe In terms of the human. To 

understand just how the universe is 'akin' to a consciousness, we need to adjust some of the 

peculiar grandeur which we attach to the notion of human consciousness. Ansell Pearson 

describes Deleuze's whole philosophical project as 'the complex and paradoxical one of thinking 

"beyond" the human condition'. Thus, the relationship between psychological and ontological 

duration is to be understood via the de-personalisation of human duration, not by the 

personalisation of the universe. Deleuze wholly accepts Bergson's enlargement of the concept of 

duration. He reads Bergson as having gone through a development in his thinking that culminates 

in ýin ontological revelation: 'Bergson evolved ... 
from the beginning to the end of his 

work ... Duration seemed to him to be less and less reducible to a psychological experience and 

hec, ime instead the variable essence of things, providing the theme of a complex ontology'. 
305 

t: 1 

303 CE, pp. 10- 11. Subsequent ref., p. II- 
304 Keith Anscll Pearson, Germinal Life: the Difti, rence and Repetition of Deleuze (London: Routledge, 
I 999)ý p. 35. Subsequent ret's.: p. 35 and p. 2. 
305 Bergsonism, p-34- 
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The actual and the virtual. 

Bergson's invocation of the virtual provokes Deleuze, as much as Deleuze's appropdation of it 

provokes Badiou. Thus we find Deleuze asking, on our behalf, a 'pressing question'. as he calls t: l 

it: 

What is the nature of this one and simple Virtual? How is it that, as early as Time and 
Free Will, then in Matter and Memory, Bergson's philosophy should have attributed such 
importance to the idea of virtuality at the very moment when it was challenging the 
category of possibi ]ity? 306 

Deleuze thinks he can distinguish the 'possible' and the 'virtual' from what he calls 'two points 

of view'. These points of view both emerge from constructing the following oppositions: The 

possible is the opposite of the real ... but, in a quite different opposition, the virtual is opposed to 

the actual. Firstly, from the fact that possible and the real are opposites, we can deduce that the 

'Possible has no reality'; conversely, although the virtual is not actual, it is nonetheless, real. The 

second point of view involves seeing the implications of the fact that the possible is 'That which 
is "realized" (or not realized)'. The process of realization is described as having two rules. The tn 

first rule is that the real is the image (i. e. it resembles) that which was possible. For Bergson, the 

sole difference between the possible and the real is that existence is added to the possible in order 

to make it real. The second rule is described as one of limitation, namely, 'every possible is not 

realized'. We should note, therefore, that the virtual, when it is actualized, does not follow the 

rules of resemblance and limitation. Instead, and crucially for Deleuze's project, the rules by 

which the virtual becomes actual are said to be 'those of difference or divergence and of 

creation'. He claims that the virtual cannot be subject to the rule of 'limitation' because to be 

actualised it must always create. The 'actualization out of the virtual' is distinct from 'realisation 

out of the possible' because in the virtual there is no range of possibilities which, as it were, jostle 

for position. In the realm of the possible there are winners and losers, 'some ... are supposed to be 

repulsed or thwarted, while others "pass" into the real'. But in the realm of the virtual there is no 

blueprint. As we have seen, 'the actual ... 
does not resemble the virtual that it embodies'. In the 

ý'Irtual realm there are no contenders from which to choose - everything, as Bergson would 
-1 t) 

require it, is a process of continuous unforeseeable novelty or creation. Deleuze thinks he can 

claim that in the virtual: 

306 Bergsonism, p. 96. Suhscqucnt refs.: pp. 96-97. 



It is difference that is primary ... the difference between the virtual from which \Ne begin 
C) and the actuals at which we arrive-the characteristic of virtuality is to exist in such a 

way that it is actualized by being differentiated and is forced to differentiate itself. 

The continuous multiplicity. 

Bergson's special notion of 'the multiplicity' was inspired by the theoretical work of the German 

mathematician Bernhard Riemann. Deleuze provides the link with Berg 
., 
son when he tells us that 

'Bergson, as a philosopher, was well aware of Riemann's general problems'. 307 Deleuze later 

explicitly links the ideas of the 'multiplicity' and the 'virtual' to his reading of how to interpret 
Bergson: 'the theory of virtual multiplicities that inspired Bergsonism from the start'. Riemann 

had sought to theorise different kinds of magnitude. In his Habilitationssch rift, Riemann refers to 

what he calls 'multidimensional magnitudes, including as a particular case the extended 

magnitudes'. 308 By 'extended magnitude' we are to understand a magnitude that can be 

quantified i. e. counted or measured. But calling extended magnitudes a 'particular case', implies 

that other cases are theoretically possible. Riemann goes on to make a critical distinction z: 1 

between either a 'continuous or discrete multiplicity'. Can it make any sense to speak of a 

'multiplicity' that cannot be counted? Dune replies: 

The notion of magnitude would appear inevitably to imply quantity. Yet it is a notable 
feature of Bergson's appropriation of [Riemann's] concept that he employs it to conceive 4: ) 
of a reality that in itself remains unquantifiable. In Bergson's thought ... the continuous b 

multiplicity consists of a diversity of elements that cannot be separated, on account of the 
interpenetration of the elements, and that cannot therefore be counted. 

Bergson equates the continuous multiplicity to 'duration' (durýe). Bergson's concept of duration 

has, as we have seen, two main components: succession and co-existence. If, like the strokes of 

the clock, of which I spoke earlier, the elements of our mental lives interpenetrate one another, 

ýý, e see why Bergson should associate duration with Riemann's idea of the continuous 

multiplicity. Bergson follows Reimann, therefore, in distinguishing between: 'Two very 

different kinds of multiplicity': (1) the discrete multiplicity of juxtaposition; and (2) the 

continuous multiplicity of interpenetration. 309 

307 Bergsonism, p. 39. Subsequent rel'.. p. 100 
308 

, Splittin- Time, p. 154. Subsequent rel's.: p. 154. 
309 

Beroson, Time and Frec Wil/. p. 85. 
Z, 
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How does Deleuze interpret the distinction between discrete and continuous multiplicities) 
Boundas explains that, for Deleuze: 

Continuous multiplicities are essentially related to duration or, at least, conceived 
according to an analogy to it ... What defines them essentially is this: discrete 
multiplicities are extended magnitudes whose nature remains the same after they ha\ c 
been divided, whereas continuous multiplicities are intensive ma-anitudes whose nature Z71 
changes each time they are divided. 310 

A basket of potatoes is a discrete multiplicity: if we take a potato out of it neither the potato that 

was removed, nor those which remain, have changed their nature. The component parts of the 
discrete multiplicity remain the same but are divided up in a different way. A multiplicity of thil-I 

type falls within the realm of that which can be measured and counted. But what will interest 
Deleuze, and what will indeed come to be diagnostic of the 'virtual', is the multiplicity whose 

nature changes when it is divided: 

Bergson defines duration as a ... type of multiplicity ... (deriving from Riemann). Bergson 
moves to a distinction between two major types of multiplicities, the one discrete or 
discontinuous, the other continuous, the one spatial and the other temporal, the one 
actual, and the other virtual. 311 

If the virtual is understood as a continuous multiplicity one can, without contradiction, speak of it 

as a multiplicity, a diversity or heterogeneity in which, as Deleuze puts it, 'there Is other without 
being several'. 312 The crux of the distinction that Deleuze makes between the 'discrete 

multiplicity' and the 'continuous multiplicity' is that the former, when it divides, creates parts 

that, after they have divided, maintain their identity. The continuous multiplicity, by contrast, 

does not divide but 'differentiates' itself. By this Deleuze means that, unlike in the former case, 

there are no resulting 'parts' which have retained their nature, rather there is a change to the 

nature of the whole. As Durie puts it: 'The productivity of that which differs from itself [i. e. the 

continuous Multiplicity] consists ... in the movement of differentiation, a movement that, 

precisely, "makes a difference", as opposed to the movement of division that maintains 

identity'. 313 

310 , DeICLI/c-Bergson: an Ontology of the Virtual', p-83. 
I -- 311 Berysom . sin, p. 1 17 

312 Bergsonisin. p. 42. 
313 , Splitting Time'. p. 157. 
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Bergson's concepts of memory and perception. 

'Pure memory' is very unlike any common conception of memory. In the common view, we 

would perhaps think that we retain only some of the memories of our past-, and as we get older Z-- 
those memones become sparser still. If this is the common view, then Berason's rejects it r) 
entirely. On Bergson's account, no memories are ever lost: 'pure memory ... retal I Its ins in all i 

details the picture of our past life,. 314 This might seem patently false but Bergson argues that the Cý t) 
fact that we can only recall fragments of our early life is explained by the exigencies of action: 

'almost the whole of our past is hidden from us because it is inhibited by the necessities of 

present action'. When we are asleep, for example, Bergson thinks that experience Is possible of 

'memories which are believed abolished, then reappear with striking completeness: we live over 

again, in all their detail, forgotten scenes of childhood'. Hence, the theory is not that the whole of 

our past is always wholly available to us but that all our memories are, in a sense, waitino, for us. t.. ) 

But they are not waiting in our minds. Bergson denies that memory (or more particularly what he 

calls 'pure memory') is psychological. Deleuze sees this quite plainly: 'What Bergson calls "pure 

recollection" has no psychological existence'. 315 On this point, Deleuze makes a helpful 

comparison with Bergson's theory of perception. For just as, 'we do not perceive things in 

ourselves but at the place where they are, we only grasp the past at the place where it is in itself, 

and not in ourselves, in our present'. There is a region of the past, the pure past, upon which we 

have no subjective claim: it is not part of us, rather we are part of it. This is what Bergson means 

by the 'past in general'. This 'general' past is what Deleuze describes as 'like an ontological 

clenient'. When we have a memory we must first 'leap into ontology ... leaving psychology 

altoOether'. This is the realm of the virtual. 

The ontological theory of memory has, as its corollary, a distinctive theory of perception. If 

memory is ontological rather than psychological. it follows that memories are not faded 
1-71 ZD 

perceptions. So, what is the role of perception? For Bergson, in stark contrast to the Western 

philosophical tradition, perception is about action not knowledge: 'Perception as a whole has i Cý I its 

true and final explanation in the tendency of the body to movement'. 316 Our perceptions are non- 

314 MM, li. 2-4 1. Stibsequent ref- p. 154. 
315 Bergsonisin, p. 55. Subscquent ret's: pp. 56-57. 
316 MM, p. -45. Subsequent ret'.. p. 40. 
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veridical in that they are a reduction of what there is in the world: their sole purpose is to 
facilitate our actions in the world. In one of Bergson's leitmotivs, traditional philosoph\ has 

confused 'less with more'. Our perceptions do not fashion 'representations' of the world around 

us out of sensory data, instead they 'lessen' the 'more' that there really Is in the world, in order 

that we can act upon it: 'What you have to explain ... is not how perception arises, but how it is 

limited, since it should be the image of the whole, and is in fact reduced to the image of that 

which interests you'. 

Bergson's radical dualism: the difference of nature. 

Having introduced the key background concepts, I now turn to the substantive argument of this L- 

chapter of the thesis. In chapters 2-4 of this thesis I followed Deleuze's attempt to excavate 

concepts of difference from Aristotle, Hegel and Plato. For Deleuze, Bergson gets something t) 1-ý tn 
fundamentally right about how we should think of differences, something which Hegel, Aristotle 

and Plato apparently get wrong. Bergson has an obvious preoccupation with establishing 
differences: throughout his writings, he returns, again and again, to a distinction between tý, 
'differences of nature' (or 'of kind') and 'differences of degree'. In the opening arguments of the t-) z: 1 Z) 

early essay, Deleuze identifies his own project with Bergson's search for the differences of 

iiature: 'Differences of nature are ... the key to everything: we must start from them, we rnList in 

the first place find them again' . 
317 (However, we should already note the caveat: 'in the first 

place'. ) One might suppose that what Deleuze is going to take from Bergson is a method; finding 

the differences of nature sounds like a way of doing philosophy. In fact Deleuze's interest is 

more ontological than methodological: 'a philosophy of difference [namely both his own and 
318 Bergson's] always plays on two levels, methodological and ontological' . He goes on: 1-1) b 

These two problems, methodological and ontological, perpetually refer to each other: the 
one of differences of nature, the other of the nature of difference. In Bergson, we 
encounter them in their bond, we discover the passage from one to the other. C) 

When the 'difference of nature' ceases to be methodolo(yical and becomes ontolo(yical it reveals Z: ) 0 
not so much the 'difference of nature' as 'the nature of difference'. Deleuze argues that 

*difference' is not a method by which we parse reality into its component parts: difference is 

somethim, 1-1 

317 BCD, 1). 43. 
318 BCD, p. 42. Subsequent refill.: p. 42. 
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May distinguishes Deleuze's notion of difference from Derrida's. Whereas Deleuze pri 11 2e ivi e- s 
difference over identity, 'Derrida surely does not. His concept of differance involves a play of 
identity and difference, a play he characterizes as between presence and absence 319 For 

Deleuze, difference is not just an absence, it has an ontological status of its own. May ý, ý'rites: 
'While Foucault and Derrida seek to unravel the pretensions of ontology as a study of ý\ hat there 

is, Deleuze revels in ontological creation and analysis. 320 1 suggest that Deleuze, in his earlN 

work, equates difference with Bergson's ontology of 'process' or 'change' or 'movement' - or, 

simply, Time as conceived in Bergson's central concept of duration (durýe). It is far from 

obvious how it can make any sense to speak of 'difference in itself', of a difference that floats 

free from distinct things, or terms, that differ. But that Deleuze intends to inake sense of such an 
idea of difference is evident right from the start of the early essay 'if the being of thin-as is. in a 

certain way, in their differences of nature, we can hope that difference itself is something, that it 

has a nature'. 321 1 suggest that what Deleuze takes from Bergson is of an ontology of Being as t: 1 ZD L- 
difference: 'What differs has become itself a thing, a substance'. Deleuze identifies difference 

with Bergson's philosophy of time as pure heterogeneity: 'Bergson's thesis could be expressed in 

this way: real time is alteration, and alteration is substance'. This treatment of philosophical 

'substance' remains active in Deleuze's later reading of Spinoza (see chapter 7 of the thesis). 

Of course, there is nothing original to Bergson about making a distinction between differences of 

nature as opposed to other more su erficial differences. When Deleuze quotes Bergson invoking P t: ) 4-ý 
the difference of nature, Bergson is, in turn, already citing Plato. Deleuze wntes: 'Reality must be 

divided according to its articulations, and Bergson cites Plato's famous text on carving and the Z71 

good cook'. 322 We are, then, to understand that the philosopher must search out those 

articulations in reality that are the differences of nature because these are the marks of 'real' 

distinction as opposed to apparent or superficial distinction. Bergson and Deleuze's motivation 

for a philosophy that pnvileges differences of nature is consistent with the philosophical tradition. 

YcI armed with this distinction, Bergson purports to create a firebreak between his philosophy 

and Al that has preceded it. Deleuze tells us that Bergson reproaches his predecessors (and by 

319 Reconsido'ng Difie I t' rence. p. 10. 
320 Gilles Deletize: An Introduction, p. 15. 
321 BCD, p. 42. Subsequent ref.. p. 48. 
322 BCD, p. 43. 
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'predecessors' he means the whole of Western philosophy) for 'not having seen the true 

differences of'nature'. 
323 

The novelty of Bergson's position comes about both from those dIfferences which he chooses to 

elevate to the status of true differences of nature and those differences that he chooses to relegatc 

to differences of degree. As an example of counter-intuitive 'elevation', Bergson claims: 

Philosophers insist on regarding the difference between actual sensations and pure 
memory as a mere difference in degree, and not in kind. In our view the difference is 324 
radical . 

This is a radical position to adopt because it is in conflict with the Western philosophical 

tradition. Marie Cariou characterises this tradition as follows: 

To the extent that we imagine that in perception it is the states of the body which 
engender a representation, it becomes in a way logical to deduce from this that a memory tD 
is only a weakening and fading of perception and thus itself the distant echo of cerebral 
phenomena. 325 

Sometimes 'the boot is on the other foot', what were (in the traditional view) differences of 

nature are relegated, by Bergson, to differences of degree. According to Deleuze, 'This second 

aspect of the same critique has neither the frequency nor the importance of the first'. 326 This is 

quite wrong at least insofar as it bears upon 'importance' as opposed to 'frequency'. One would 

entirely fail to understand Bergson's philosophy if one failed to distinguish the extreme novelty 4: ý zn 

of his claim that: 'Between... [the] perception of matter and matter itself there is but a difference 
327 

of degree and not of kind' Bergson is contending that our perceptions are, literally, part of tn 4n 
matter: 'Pure perception standing toward matter in the relation of part to the whole'. 

328 
C> 
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The past and the present. 

The difference of nature that will most inform my analysis of Chapter Two of Difference and 
Repetition derives from Bergson's claim that: 'There is much more between past and present than 

a mere difference of degree'. 329 In the next chapter of the thesis, I will show that in Difference 

and Repetition, Deleuze derives four paradoxes of Time. These paradoxes are, however, 

anticipated in Bergsonism, alongside two others which although not explicit in Difference and 
Repetition remain, nevertheless, implicit in it. First: 'There is a difference in kind between the 

present and the past (paradox of Being)'. 330 It is a paradox because it goes against the Western L- 

philosophical tradition. Alia A]-Saji notes that: 

The view of time that will be challenged [by Bergson and Deleuze] is what may loosely 
be termed the "standard" theory of time: time as the chronological succession of instants 
in consciousness, as an irreversible and linear progression of psychological states. This 
describes a longitudinal or flat temporality, one composed of threads that run horizontally 
between its successive points - time becomes line. 331 

Second: 'We place ourselves at once, in a leap, in the ontological element of the past (paradox of 

the leap)'. 332 In other words, there is no simple linear transition between the present and the 

past. Al-Saji comments that these two paradoxes: 'Open up a new way to conceive the relation of 

past and present; for the past and present are no longer located on the same line, but constitute 

different planes of being, related and articulated in coexistence'. 333 It is important further to note 

that this does not mean that there is no continuity between the past and the present, only that 

'This coexistence offers a continuity of a different sort than that found in linear succession -a 

continuity that holds within itself the seeds of its own discontinuity and differentiation'. I argue 

that this also holds the seeds of what Badiou calls Deleuze's 'analytic of the indiscernible'. 334 

In other words, that the past and the present are both radically distinct and yet intimately 

connected, presages the way in which, for Deleuze, the virtual and the actual are both radically 

distinct and yet intimately connected. 

329 MM, p. 137. 
330 Bergsonism, p. 6 1. 
331 Alia AI-Saýjl, 'The memory of another past: Bergson, Deleuze and a new theory of time', Continental 
PhilosolViv Review. 37 (2004), 203-239 (p. 204). 
332 Bergsonism, p. 6 1. 
333 , The nicniory of another past', p. 208, and subsequent ref. 
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Recollection and perception, mind and body, past and present, are all, on this view, radically 
distinct pairs. But although distinct, each one of the individual terms of these pairs. must interact 

with the other element of the pair in some way. Even Descartes concedes that our experience is 

not like that of a 'pilot' occupying a body. A similar principle obtains for the past and the 

present. As AI-Saji puts it: 

A relation of transmission or exchange must be established between these dimensions 
[past and present] if we are to be temporal beings - that is, beings who do not merely 
act in the punctual and self-contained instant, but for whom the past bears on the present, 

335 
and for whom the present passes, making a difference in the past . 

Bergson must therefore, have an argument for how it is that the past and the present are related. 
Deleuze tells us: '[the] Bergsonian idea [is] that each [actual] present is only the entire past in its 

most contracted state' (82). We reach a position in which the past and the present are radically 
distinct and yet the present is, somehow, a 'contraction' of the past. One might suppose this to be 

a contradiction. 

Indeed, Deleuze sees the potential contradiction quite clearly: 'Bergson says in turn that the past 

and the present differ in kind and that the present is only the most contracted level or degree of 

the past: How can these two propositions be reconciled ?, 336 The answer that Deleuze goes on to 

provide is that 'There is no contradiction between this monism [i. e. that the present is the most 

contracted degree of the past] and dualism [i. e. that the past and the present differ in kind] ... For 

the duality was valid between actual tendencies ... but the unity occurs at a second turn'. What 

this comes to mean is that the dualism is 'actual' but the monism is 'virtual'. 

The theorY of tendencies. 

In the foregoing I have shown how Bergson largely frustrates our expectations with regard to tl -- t: 71 r) 
both those particular pairs that do form a difference of nature and those that do not. I have not 

explained how Bergson seeks to defend his conclusions in respect of each of these pairings; t-) in 
tieither do I plan to do so. What I wish to draw attention to instead, is the way in which Deleuze 

lifts Bergson's particular arguments about differences of nature to a higher level of abstraction. 

In Chapter Five of Difference and Repetition, Deleuze remarks: 'Let us take seriously the famous 

335 The mcniory of another past'. p. 207. 
336 Bergsonisill, p-') I- Subsequent ref., p. 93. 
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question: is there a difference in kind, or of degree, between differences of degree and differences L- 

in kind? (239)' In fact, Deleuze again anticipates the same 'famous' question in the earlý essaý. 

Here, Deleuze offers a theoretical basis by which we might discern the essence of the distinction 

between 'differences of nature' and 'differences of degree. The answer. again, does not. I 

suspect, conform to any of our intuitions. Differences of nature are temporal whereas differences 

of degree are spatial: 'What space presents to the understanding, and what the understanding 
finds in space, are things, products, results and nothing else'. 337 We are told: 'Between things (in 

the sense of results), there are never and can never be anything but differences of proportion'. In 

Deleuze's reading of Bergson, the differences of nature are defined as the differences between 

'tendencies': 'It is not things nor states of things which differ in nature, it is not characters, but 

tendencies'. Giovanna Borradorl strives hardest to interpret Deleuze's early essay but has to 

acknowledge 'That while the notion of tendency occupies a central role... it is not easy to 
338 

unpack' . (It is also difficult to discern in what guise the concept of 'tendency' remains active 

in Difference and Repetition. ) 

The only attempt that Deleuze offers in the early essay to define the concept of 'tendency' is by 

contrasting it with 'character': 

It is not to the presence of characters that we must pay attention, but to their tendency to 
develop themselves. The group must not be defined by the possession of certain 
characters, but by its tendency to emphasise them. 339 

What does this mean? A clue is provided in Deleuze's observation that: 'The conception of 

'specific difference is not satisfactory'. This reference to 'specific difference' is perhaps an 

anticipation of Deleuze's later critique of Aristotle's concept of difference in Difference and 

Repetition (see chapter 21 of the thesis). There, the species 'birds', for example, contained those 

individuals who possessed the defining 'character' of wings. 

In the essay, Deleuze refers us without further explanation to a passage from Bergson's Creative 

Evolution which deals with the supposed difference of nature between plant and animal life. 

Bergson claims that: 

337 BCD, p. 44. And subsequent refs. in this para. 
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The cardinal error which, from Aristotle onwards, has vitiated most of the philosophics of 
nature, is to see in vegetative, instinctive and rational life, three successive degrees 
of -development ... The difference between them is not a difference of intensity, nor, 
more generally of degree, but of kind. 340 

We are to understand that the difference between plant life (vegetative) and animal life 

(instinctive), for example, is not a difference of degree but a difference of nature. 
I will dwell a little on Bergson's particular arguments for this distinction, not because the 
distinction between plants and animals has any bearing on Badiou and Deleuze's controversy, but 
because of the way in which it informs our understanding of the concept of 'tendency'. From a 

modern perspective, to claim a radical distinction between plant life and animal life might sound 
like an embarrassing error but Bergson's position is subtler than it might appear. Bergson admits 
the empirical facts as they would be seen today: 

There is not a single property of vegetable life that is not found, in some degree, in 
certain animals; not a single characteristic feature of the animal that has not been seen in 341 certain species or at certain moments in the vegetable world . 

But for Bergson, biologists have failed to adopt the proper the perspective from which the true 
'difference of nature' can be seen. Biologists aspire to what Bergson thinks of as the 'geometric 

342 ideal' of being able to give perfect definitions at all times . But this aspiration rests on the 

ýissumption that 'A perfect definition applies only to a completed reality; ... vital properties are 

never entirely realised, though always on the way to become so; they are not so much states as 

tendencies'. Bergson draws attention to the way in which living things cannot be defined t> 4n tl 

ýiccordmg to 'Certain statical attributes which belong to the object defined and are not found ill 

any other'. 343 The 'tendency of Life' is never static. Hence, while plants share certain static 

characters with animals, the direction in which plants are evolving is one in which the characters 

they emphasise are radically different from the characters which animals emphasise in their 

development. This is what Bergson calls a 'dynamic definition 
... that ... marks the two divergent 

directions which vegetables and animals have taken their course'. Borradori writes: 'Authentic 

difference, or difference in kind, as contrasted to unauthentic difference, or difference of degree, 

339 BCD, p. -45. Subsequent ret'.. p-44. 
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- 344 occurs between two distinct temporal modalities that Bergson names "tendencies" 
. Borradon 

argues that Bergson's idea of 'tendency' is a reaction against the notion of substance, which we 
have inherited from the Greek tradition: a notion that pays scant attention to the true nature of 
'time'. Cats and mats, understood as 'substances', are frozen in time and as such, they can ne\el- 
form a difference of nature. 

What I wish to point out is that the theory of tendencies is dualistic and hence Deleuze's 

endorsement of it is at variance with my thesis. This dualism is visible (literally) in Berjqsonisin: 

Deleuze draws a diagram, a sort of genealogy of the tendencies, but in this family tree there are 
345 only bifurcations, never family groups . At the root is memory, equated to Bergson's concept 

of Time as duration (durie). Duration as memory bifurcates to form 'Matter' and Life'. 'Life' 

splits into plants and animals. Deleuze advises us that: 'Things, products, results are always 

mixtures. ' 346 It is only when viewed from a dynamic perspective that we will realise that 'the 

mixture is a blend of tendencies which differ in nature'. The Berasonian method of intuition is 

the separation of mixed reality into the real differences: 

A being ... is not the subject, but the expression of the tendency in so far as this is 
contrasted with another tendency. It is in this way that intuition presents itself as a 
rnethod of difference or division: that of dividing the mixture into two tendencies. 

For Bergson, perception and memory also differ in kind. If on Deleuze's reading of Bergson (and 

lifted to a higher level of abstraction) it is only tendencies that differ in kind, then perception and t: ) 
memory must also be tendencies. This seems harder to accept than the above argument for 

viewing plants and animals as tendencies. 

In Borradori's analysis it is, again, a matter of stasis versus movement. As Borradon' glosses it t: ) Z: ) 
(and as I discussed earlier) Bergson's concept of perception 'represents the mind's tendency to 

347 
oi-oanise data according to "spatialised time"' . Spatialised time is a sort of corruption of time 

as' dUration. On this view, the theory of tendencies matches the fundamental Bercysonian division t: 1 
between space and time. Perception is a function of the spatial tendenc . Under the regime of y tD 
perception, objects, thin-as, are 'frozen' so as to deactivate their continuous becoming in time. t7l 
Part and parcel of the tendential model is that the tendencies always come in pairs. Perception is, 

344 , The Teniporalisation ot'Differencc'. p. 4. Subsequcnt refs.: p. ) and p. 4. 
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therefore, paired with its alternate 'tendency': that of memory. As Borradon' reads it, if 

perception is tainted by a kind of 'bastard' time, then the temporal modality of memory is time in 

its pure state: duration. Having matched memory with duration, Borradori goes on to give a 
familiar account of the characteristics of Bergson's concept of duration: 

Duration is the purely qualitative sequence of states of consciousness ... Unlike spatialized 
time, duration can be neither quantified - divided into periods of equal length - nor 
analyzed as an infinity of instants with no length 

... If duration, rather than spatialized 
time, is the predominant temporality of a given experience, individual events will appear 
inextricably continuous, in a state of constant internal differentiation'. 

Hence by this account, the difference of nature between the tendencies of perception and memory 

seems to be based on the more primitive asymmetry, found constantly in Beqgson's philosophy, Z13 
between space and time. The tendential model thus comes down to understanding Bergson's t:: 1 Z71 

concept of 'perception' as a kind of temporal stasis that is a function of spatiality, whereas 

Bergson's idea of 'memory', in Borradon's account, is equivalent to the constant temporal flux 

that is duration. While there is clearly some truth to this, I suggest that Borradori's account is 

incomplete and, in fact, fails to capture the key point. If I am right about this, it promises the tl 
chance of still escaping the conclusion that Deleuze is committed to the dualism of the tendential 

i-nodel in a way that is at variance with his status as a philosopher of multiplicity. 

Borradori completely ignores the step in the early essay in which Deleuze performs what appears 

to be a volteface. Reviewing the theory of tendencies, Deleuze writes: 

Bergson shows that abstract time is a mixture of space and duration, and that, more 
profoundly, space itself is a mixture of matter and duration, of matter and memory. Thus 
there is the mixture which divides itself into two tendencies: matter is in effect a 
tendency, because it is defined as a relaxation... ; duration is a tendency, being a 
contraction. 348 

But, Deleuze goes on: 'The difference of nature, in the end, is not between these two tendencies. 

Finally, difference of nature is itself one of these tendencies, and is opposed to the other. ' Ten 

ye. u-s lie between the composition of the early essay and the book Bergsonisin, but in the later 

work Deleuze still describes the tra ectory of Bergson's argument in more or less the same terrns. i z: 1 zn 

He goes through the account of the dualistic tendential model only then to claim: 'It is not enouoh Z- tý 

347 , The Temporalisation of Dlft'crence'. p. 5. And sLihscquent refis. 
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to say that the difference in kind is between two tendencies'. 349 The volteface (if that is w, hat it 

is) of the early essay is repeated in the later work as: 'For one of these two directions takes all the 
differences of kind on itself and all the differences of degree fall away into the other direction. ' 

In the later work, Bergsonism, Deleuze describes this as a second 'momenf: 'This is the moment 

of neutralized, balanced dualism'. 350 In 'balanced dualism', the difference in kind does not lie, 

after all, between tendencies, like perception and memory, but between 'the differences in kind 

that correspond to one tendency and the differences of degree that refer back to the other 

tendency'. I understand this to mean that the particular instances of paired tendencies that we 
have seen are each expressions of two, more fundamental sources: the difference of nature 

generates the temporal differences of duration; and the difference of degree generates the t: ) 47, 

differences of space and matter. Going back to the 'famous question', if these two sources 

themselves 'differ in nature', then it follows that the most fundamental difference of nature is that 

which exists between these two sources. But this position is inherently unstable. How can the 
difference of nature be both the difference between two terms and one of those terms? 

A new monism: the virtual multiplicity. 

I suggest that Deleuze accepts that this cannot hold and hence, in the third 'moment', the 

difference of decree is collapsed into the difference of nature. In other words, the difference of t) 
nature is the source of the difference of the degree. Hardt notes that, 'At times it seems as if 

Deleuze and Bergson are using these terms [difference of decree and difference of nature] to t) zn 

distinguish between qualitative and quantitative differences'. 35 ' But Hardt is right to argue that 

oiven the sweeping claim about the originality of [Bergson-Deleuze's] conception [of the 

difference of nature] in the history of philosophy, this interpretation proves inadequate'. In fact, 

Berason and Deleuze collapse quantity and quality into a single principle. Deleuze asks, 'What, 

in fact, is a sensation ? 1352 The point of the question in this context is that a 'sensation' is the 

'irbiter of 'quality'. But in his reply to this question, quality meets quantity; a sensation is only: 

The operation of contracting trillions of vibrations onto a receptive surface. Quality 
enicroes from this, quality is nothing other than contracted quantity ... the notion of Z-- 

349 Bergsonism. p. Q2. And IMbsequent rcl'. 
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contraction (or tension) allows us to go beyond the duality of homogeneous quantit\ and 
heterogeneous quality, and to pass from one to the other in a continuous movement. 

This is 'the moment of monism'. For we are now told: 

There is no longer any dualism between nature and degrees. All the degrees coexist in ýi 
single Nature that is expressed, on the one hand, in differences in kind, and on the other, 
in differences in degree. 353 

Deleuze seeks to invoke a single principle which explains matter and spirit: 

Matter itself will be like an infinitely dilated or relaxed (detendu) past ... This is how the 
idea of relaxtion (d&ente) -or of extension - will overcome the duality of the 
unextended and the extended and give us the means of passing from one to the t7l 
other. 

354 74 

Hence, to his own question: 'Can we speak of a rediscovered monismT Deleuze replies, 'Yes, 
355 insofar as everything is duration' . The lines of the tendencies, that crossed in our experience, 

and diverge in evolution, can be traced back to a 'point of convergence' and at this point we shall 

find 'the rights of a new monism restored'. 

Colebrook tries to clarify this single principle as follows: 'Matter is life at its most "relaxed", 

whereas spirit is a contraction: spirit connects one moment to another, allowing for the 

perception of change ... 
This degree of contraction comes to the fore in genuine memory'. 356 We 

might feel fairly comfortable with Colebrook's claim, on Deleuze's behalf, that 'All Life is the 

exertion or spending of energy ... 
Life 

... stnves to further or maintain itself'. But the novelty of 

Bergson's and Deleuze's position starts to emerge with the idea that, as Colebrook puts it, that 

'This 
... 

force of life also bears a contrary tendency of non-exertion, conservation or reduction of 

expenditure'. Bergson's theory of consciousness springs from this latter idea. Any mystery in 

consciousness is exploded by Bergson insofar as he argues that consciousness is the product of 

the central nervous system's capacity to interpose an interval, a delay, between a given stimulus 

(the product of a perception) and our action. As a by-product of this idea one can also see the 

curious way in which Deleuze's concept of 'Life' spreads beyond its normal bounds. For 

Bergson and Deleuze, inanimate things also have perceptions: it is just that, for non-conscious L_ tl 
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Life (the life of things) there is no delay (no interval during which a choice might be made) t: 5 t-- 
between the stimulus and the action. Colebrook writes: 

Consciousness is a slowing down or delay, rendenng us different from matter - such as 
rocks - which is affected immediately by the light that warms it or the fluid that erodes 
it. This slowing down or duration of mind is enabled by contraction -which allows the 
past to be carried over into the present. 

Now we can also better understand the monism of contraction-relaxation. Colebrook explains: 

The energy of saving perceptions from the past (contraction) allows the mind to act more 
efficiently, with less thought (relaxation). But if this contraction of memory becornes 
habitual, requiring less and less effort, we also find that the mind comes closer to matter. 
becoming extended or relaxed to the point of inertia. 

In Deleuze's own words: 'At the limit of expansion (d&ente), we have matter ... A duration that is 
infinitely slackened and relaxed places its moments outside one another; one must have 

disappeared when the other appears'. 357 In other words, elements which co-exist in the multi- 

dimensional state of the virtual become juxtaposed into binary oppositions in the actual. 

Up until this moment we have operated within a dualistic scheme but now we are presented with 

what Deleuze describes as a monism. This is at once both a relief and a fresh problem. It is a 

relief because the rampant dualism of the theory of tendencies, and its threat to my thesis, has 

indeed been overtaken. It is a fresh problem because the philosophy of the multiple is threatened 

just as much by a philosophy of the One as by a philosophy of the Two. We must recall that a 

i-nonism of the virtual will be the target of Badiou's objection that Deleuze, far from overturning 

Platonism, has simply given a new variation of it. In the current context, this charge is made even 4=1 

more urgent by the fact that Deleuze indeed nods in the direction of Platonism: 

The point of unification is virtual. This point is not without similarity to the One-Whole 

of the Platonists. All the levels of expansion ... and contraction coexist in a single Time 

and form a totality: but this Whole, this One, are pure virtuality. 

This lies at the heart of Badiou's objection. I have shown that Deleuze's embrace of Bergsonian 

dualism is only a moment along the road to a kind of monism. I must now show that this monism 

is itself compatible xith a philosophy of the multiple. That Deleuze intends to do just that, is 

356 Deleuzc. -A Guidefor the Perplexed, p. 22-- Subscquent refs., pp. 23-24. 



evident from the fact that he immediately qualifies the above statement:: 'This Whole has parts. 
this One has a number - but only potentially'. 358 1 suggest that we need to read this in term,, of Z: 5 
Bergson's notion of the continuous multiplicity. 

The early essay contains no mention of the notion of multiplicity but It does contain an 

anticipation of it. Deleuze describes Bergson's account of the concept of colour, as 'some 
359 

essential pages'. Faced with this claim, Borradon can hardly justify ignoring it-, and indeed ID 4: ) 
thinks it important enough to quote Deleuze's reconstruction of Bergson's thought-expenment at In 
length. I claim the same justification: 

There are two ways of determining what colours have in common. Either one extracts 
the abstract and general idea of colour, extracted by taking away from red what makes it 
red, and from blue what makes it blue ... one then ends up with a concept which is a 
genre, with several objects that have the same concept. There is a duality of object and 
concept, and the relation of the objects to the concept is that of subsumption. One thus 
stops at spatial distinctions, at a state of'difference exterior to the thing [my emphasis]. 
Or, one passes the colours through a converging lens which directs them onto a single 
point: what we obtain, in this case, is "pure white light", which brought out the 1-1) t: ) 

differences between tints. In this case the different colours are no longer under a concept, z: 1 but the nuances or degrees of the concept itself, degrees of difference itself and not 
tlýfferences of degree [my emphasis]. The relation is no longer one of subsumption, but 
participation. White light is still a universal, but a concrete universal, which enables us to 
understand the particular because it is itself at the extreme of the particular. 360 

Borradori claims that the example of the problem of colour shows us how to understand 

Deleuze's notion of 'internal difference': 'If the difference between the tendencies could be 

predicated on something other than pure heterogeneity, difference would be not be conceived 

"internally" to itself but rather from some external point of view'. 36 ' This is true, and as we have 

already seen, the notion of 'internal difference' is important to Deleuze's project. But I do not 

find Borradori's account of its supposed implications for the thought-experiment on colour, 

intelligible. By this account, the white light experiment 'Is only meant to illustrate the nature of b Z71 
tile relation between two nomologically irreducible tendencies, which Bergson believes shape our 1: 5 

l)cing in the world at both the phenomenological and ontological levels'. Although it is not made zn L_ 

clear, I assume from all that Borradori has said so far that the two tendencies are memory and 
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perception in the case of the phenomenological aspect of duration; and matter and Life, in the 

case of the ontological aspect of duration. However, I fail to see how these dual tendencies (or 

other pairs somehow derived from them) are to be interpreted as operating in the instance of the 

colour problem. The white light is a unity which contains all the colours: it is a question of 'a 
One' and 'a Many' or a multiple, not a question of 'a Two', as is the case with the tendencies. 

The reason why the colour experiment is 'essential' to Deleuze's reading is, therefore, because it 

points, however confusedly, to the theory of multiplicities: 

The decomposition of the composite reveals to us two types of multiplicity. One is 
represented by space... It is a multiplicity of exteriority, of simultaneity, of juxtaposition, 
of order, of quantitative differentiation of difference in degree; it is a numerical 
multiplicity, discontinuous and actual. The other type of multiplicity appears in pure 
duration: It is an internal multiplicity of succession, of fusion, of organization, of 
heterogeneity, of qualitative discrimination, or of differencc in kind; it is a l'irtual and 
continuous multiplicity that cannot be reduced to numbers. 362 

It is this notion of the 'continuous multiplicity' that feeds into Diffýrence and Repetition. The 

colours of the rainbow are fused together within the white light: they exist, they are real, but they 

inhabit a kind of potential state that Bergson and Deleuze will describe as virtual. Durie argues 

that Deleuze's reading of Bergson's thou ght-experi ment 'Provides an initial point of access for 
363 

elucidating the possibility of a multiplicity that differs from itself . We can recognize that a 

multiplicity that 'differed from itself would, somehow, differ 'internally'. 

Interim conclusion. 

If Badiou's objection is to be sustained, the distinction that must remain active is the distinction 

bctween the One and the Many. If Deleuze can render this distinction otiose then Badiou's 

objection must fail. In the introduction to this chapter I undertook to show how Deleuze can 
-, 364 clairn: 'The notion of multiplicity saves us from thinking in terms of "One and Multiple 

Deleuze goes on: 'There are many theories in philosophy that combine the one and the multiple'. Z_ý 
He then condemns a Hegelian-style dialectic: 

362 Bergsonis"j, p. 38. Subsequent ref., p. 38. 
363 , Splittim, Timc: Ber, -, son's Philosophical Legacy'. p. 158. 
364 Ber 

t, 
gsonism, p. 43. Subsequent ret's.: pp-43-47. 
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We are told that the Self is one (thesis) and it is multiple (antithesis). then it is the unity 
of the multiple (synthesis). Or else we are told that the One Is already multiple, that 
Being passes into nonbeing and produces becoming. 

To understand what is wrong about this dialectic is, evidently, to discover what is right about 
Bergson's theory. We are told: 'To Bergson, it seems that In this type of dialectical method. one 
begins with concepts that, like baggy clothes, are much too big. The One in general, the multiple C) 

in general, nonbeing in general... ' Deleuze sees in Plato an anticipation of Bergson's objection 

to this kind of argument: 

Plato was the first to deride those who said "the One is multiple and the multiple one ... In 
each case he asked, how, how many, when and where. "What" unity of the multiple and 
46 what multiple of the one? 

I understand this to mean that 'ready-made concepts' like the One and the Many only serve to 

fool us: 'The concrete will never be attained by combining the inadequacy of one concept with 

the inadequacy of its opposite. The singular will never be attained by correcting a generality with t7l C, 

another generality. ' In contrast, therefore: 

What Bergson calls for... - is an acute perception of the "what" and the " how 
many"... Duration is ... a multiplicity, a type of multiplicity that is not reducible to an 
overly broad combination ... This multiplicity that is duration is not at all the same thing 
as the multiple. 

Bergson dissolves the distinction between the One and the Many because there can be no such 

simple opposition. There is no such thing in the world as just 'Many'. You have to say wh, 'ch 

'Many' you mean. 

This still leaves us with the question: is there such a thing as 'the One' in the world? It seems to 

me that Deleuze would reply that there is not: all that there are, are multiplicities. This is the 

burden of his final observation, in this section of Bergsonsim: 

Thus a aeneral idea of the One is created and is combined with its opposite, the Multiple 
1-ý 

in general ... In fact, it is the cate-ory of multiplicity, with the difference in kind between 
the two types that it involves, which enables us to condemn the mystification of a thought 
that operates in terms of the One and the Multiple. 

This secnis to imply that there can be no 'general idea of the One' anymore than there can be 'the 

Multiple in general'. 
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Chapter 6: An ontology of Time: Bergson and Nietzsche. 

Introduction to the chapter. 

As anticipated in the foregoing chapter of the thesis, I now take up Deleuze's reading of Bergson 

as it appears in Chapter Two of Difference and Repetition ('Repetition for Itself). Here, Deleuze 

seeks to answer a familiar question within the philosophy of Time: how does the present pass? 

His answer is consistent with the reading of Bergson which I gave in the foregoing chapter: the tn C) 

present passes because it is already also the past. Nevertheless, there is a difference in the style of 

argument. Chapter Two of Difference and Repetition mimics the methodology of the Critique of 

Pure Reason. Deleuze here establishes certain 'given' experiences which serve as the platform 

for a transcendental deduction of the 'conditions' that explain each of the said 'givens'. The 

given experiences are each placed within the overall category of 'repetition' (see chapter 1). 

Deleuze distinguishes between: a conscious, 'active' synthesis, or repetition (in the manner of the 

human choices of Kierkegaard); and a subterranean ontological, 'passive' repetition. The 

transcendental conditions for active repetition are conceptualised in terms of three passive 

syntheses of Time: habit, memory and the eternal return. The substantive argument of this 

chapter of the thesis is organised relative to these three syntheses. I will show that the first two 

syntheses are plainly dependent on Deleuze's reading of Bergson. Deleuze's presentation of 'the 

paradoxes of time' (part of the second synthesis) contains resources that I will later draw on to 

refute Badiou's objection that Deleuze's notion of the 'virtual image' is incoherent. I argue that 

Deleuze is a philosopher of the multiple because his ontology is derived from Bergson's. 

In the previous chapter I explained how it is that, for Deleuze, the concept of duration is less a 

inatter of temporal continuity than of the co-existence of the present and the past. However, even 

without further exposition, a question must anse: given that Bergson has supplied Deleuze with a Z: 1 

theory of the present and the past, what of the future? In this chapter I show how Deleuze finds 

such a theory in Nietzsche's doctrine of the etemal return: a doctrine which I have, again, already 

prepared some of the ground for in chapter I of this thesis. This doctrine is significant for my 

thesis because I will later show how Deleuze uses it to *invert Spinozism'. 

In an apparently telling, but obscure passage at the conclusion of Difference and Repetition, 

DeleLize writes: 'The only realised Ontology - in other words, the univocit", of Being - Is, 
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repetition. (303)' In Chapter Two of Difference and Repetition, repetition is associated with 

Time but this is not the final destination of the book. In the closing Chapters of Difference and 

Repetition the ontology of Time is overtaken by an ontology of Ideas (see chapter 8). Both Time 

and Ideas are a product of difference, but I suggest that the Bergsonian ontology is only fully 

. realised' Ox. shown to be instantiated) in the ontology of Ideas. 

The first synthesis of Time: habit. 

I have invoked Bergson and Nietzsche, and yet Chapter Two of Difference and Repetition begins t-- 

with an allusion to Hume: 'Repetition changes nothing in the object repeated, but does change 

something in the mind which contemplates it' (70). Hence, given the repetition 'of cases of the tn 
type, AB, AB, AB, A ... 

When A appears, we expect B' (70). Hume argues that this sense of 

expectation is the root of our concept of causation. But despite the allusion to Hume, the 

Bergsoman context of Deleuze's discourse is quickly established: 'It is not surprising that 

Bergson rediscovers Hume's analyses once he encounters an analogous problem' (71-72). The 

Bergsonian 'problem' that Deleuze rehearses is the same one that I introduced in my earlier 

account of the theory of duration: the clock striking four times. Why is this analogous to Hume's C) tý, 

problem? Deleuze writes: 

No doubt Bergson's example is not the same as Hume's. One refers to a closed 
repetition, the other to an open one ... One refers to a repetition of elements of the type A 
AAA ... (tick, tick, tick ... 

), the other to a repetition of cases such as AB AB AB 
A ... (tick-tock, tick-tock, tick-tock ... ). (72) 

Williams helpfully points out that what is really going on here is an extension of Hume's 

ana lySiS. 365 For Deleuze, it is not only a matter of the contraction of our experiences of the cases 

AB AB AB into A and then the expectation of B; it is also a matter of contracting our experiences 

of A and B into AB in the first place. More than that, our experiences of A or B are themselves 

only possible by virtue of what Deleuze considers to be deeper repetitions. As Williams puts it: 

'Expectation is not only a matter of expecting a particular thing to follow another because they 

have done so in the past' [which is very much Hume's oint] it is also 'A matter of expecting a P r-1 

pýirticular conjunction of independent things to make one ... it is to expect a great number of t. 71 

perhaps unidentified unconscious thinos to come together to form a unit'. In other words, our 
I- 

tý, 

capacity to identify things, and even to identifýl ourselves, is based on repetition. This is whýit 

365 GD's D&R, p-88. Subsequcnt ret'.. p-88- 
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Deleuze calls 'passive synthesis'. It is a habit: 'We contract [the strokes of the clock] into an 

internal qualitative impression within this living present or passive synthesis which is duration' 

(72). By 'passive', rather than 'active', we are to understand that this synthesis of time is not the 

product of some conscious act on our part as human subjects. Deleuze's point is that we cannot 

have habits unless, independently of our conscious attention, there is a gathering-up of Time. 

Deleuze writes: 'Passive synthesis or contraction is essentially asymmetrical: it goes from the t) 
past to the future in the present ... thereby imparting direction to the arrow of time' (7 1). This is 

obscure, Williams advises: 'When we repeat an act in the past ... the series of repetitions becomes 

synthesised in the present ... as a forward looking movement'. 366 What is intended is the same as 

Colebrook intends by taking over one of Deleuze's own favourite examples: 

If I can swim through this water now it is because of all the waves I have encountered 
before. I experience this water now with the movements, orientation and ideas I have 
developed over my years of swimming. My body is composed both of actual matter and 
these potential movements. Most memory takes this form of habit memory, where the 
past - which is virtual, for it remains real even when not recalled or presented - is 

vaguely intertwined with the present of newness. 367 

But the significance of such an example to Deleuze's argument is better explained by Williams: 

According to Deleuze, the passive synthesis of time is not the cause of expectation ... It is, 
rather, that any case of expectation is only possible because there is a passive synthesis of 
time - the past is projected into the future through the present. 368 

The shape of the transcendental deduction becomes clear: given that we expenence expectation in 

processes involving repetition (e. g. "This is how this goes on"), then a synthesis (a gathering-up) t7l 

of Time is the condition of that experience. 

Let us also note that in a manner analo(yous to Hume, Deleuze dernotes the self to an armature of r) 
habits. Deleuze writes: 'These thousands of habits of which we are composed - these 

contractions, contemplations ... satisfactions, fatigues, these variable presents make - thus form 

the basic domain of passive syntheses (78). ' To flatter my thesis, the self is revealed as multiple: 

366 GD's D&R, p. 87. Williams quotes the same passage (D&R, p. 71) but mistranslates 'asYmitrique' 

(Dýffi)-ence et W10ition, p. 97) as 'symmetrical'. 
367 Delcuzc: A Guidefor the Perj)lexed, pp. 80-8 1. 
368 GD's D, (, R. p. 87. 
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'There is a self wherever a furtive contemplation has been established, whenever a contracting 

machine capable of drawing a difference from repetition functions somewhere (78-79)'. 

The first paradox of the second synthesis of Time (memory): the split in Time. 

Not all memory takes the form of embodied habits: 'The first synthesis, that of habit, is truly the 

foundation of time; but we must distinguish the foundation from the ground' (79). This 'ground' 

is associated, by Deleuze, with Bergson's theory of pure memory. Williams interprets the second 

synthesis in terms of a further transcendental deduction. The 'given', in this case, is the sense of 

the passing present: what Williams calls 'the sense of passing into archive'. 369 The 'conditions' 

for this sense of the passing present are explained by Deleuze in terms of four so-called 

paradoxes. Deleuze writes: 'Although it is originary, the first synthesis of time is no less 

intratemporal' (79). In other words, the contraction of habits somehow occurs 'In' another Time: 

[The first synthesis of habit] constitutes time as present, but a present which passes ... This 
is the paradox of the present: to constitute time while passing in the time constituted. We 
cannot avoid the necessary conclusion - that there must be another time in which the 
first synthesis can occur. This refers us to a second synthesis. (79) 

In the preparatory chapter of the thesis I showed how, for Bergson, the difference between the 

past and the present is a radical difference: a difference of nature and not a mere difference of 

degree. By this account, the past is not a faded copy of the present that it once was. But this left 

us with the problem of how the past and the present interact. The distinction between the past 

, ind present and the problem it leaves are both at stake in Deleuze's attempt to theorise the status 

of the past in the second chapter of Difference and Repetition. Deleuze writes: 'It is as if the past 

were trapped between two presents: the one which it has been and the one in relation to which it 

is past' (80). This repeats a remark in Bergsonism: 'The past ... seems to be caught between two 

pi-esents: the old present that it once was and the actual present in relation to which it is now 

past' . 
370 But the earlier work gives a more intelligible account of what we are supposed to 

understand by the past and why it is held to be paradoxical: 'On the one hand, we believe that the 

past as such is only constituted after having been the present; on the other hand, that it is in some 

w, iy reconstituted by the new present whose past it now is'. In other words, we seek to insist that 

the instant which is now the past (let us call it past) could only come into being after it had been 
I 

369 GD's D&R, p. 94. 
370 Bergsonism, p. 58. Subsequent rcl'.. p. 68. 



13 ', 

a present (let us call it present'): that it was made by, was a unique product of. that present'. But 

against that, we also insist that that past' stands in a relation of past-ness to each new present: 

present2, present3 etc. Hence, apparently the past instant is configured once as the present it once t. I; I 
was, but then reconfigured again in relation to a succeeding (new) present. Reverting back to Z71 

Diffierence and Repetition, this is why the past is 'trapped': 'If a new present were required for the 

past to be constituted as past, then the former present would never pass and the new one would 

never arrive' (81). On this view, the concepts of the 'passing' of the old present and of the 

4arrival' of the new present are being given no genuine content. The conventional account begs 

the question, why does the present pass? Deleuze writes: 'The claim of the present is precisely 

that it passes. However, it is what causes the present to pass, that to which the present and habit 

belong, which must be considered the ground of time' (79). Deleuze's solution is Bergson's tn 

solution, derived in part, from what Deleuze calls Bergson's 'great book', Matter and Menlof-Y 

(8 1); and also from the essay, 'Memory of the Present and False Recognition'. 371 

The virtual image. 

As we have seen, Bergson's solution is that the present can only become the past if it is already 

contemporaneous with the past. Here we meet the notion of the 'virtual image' which is 

exploited by Badiou in his controversy with Deleuze. However, as Al-Saji explains, the position 

is complicated by the fact that in Matter and Memory Bergson uses the concept of 'Image' in 
372 

more than one sense . 
The first sense is closely allied to the way in which we might 

conventionally use the term 'material object'. Hence, Berason can claim that, 'Matter ... 
is an 

aggregate of "images". ý 373 Hence, 'image, for Bergson, does not imply the representation of 

some material object which is distinct from the image of that object: 'image' just is the object. 

The first sense of 'image', therefore, is that of 'material image'. For Bergson, the world is made 

of images. 

But there is another sense in which Bergson uses the term 'image'. Whereas the first sense of C) 

image has to do with objects, the second sense has to do with memories. The notion of a kind of 
I 

a 'shadow' or 'mirror image' is introduced, in Matter and Memory, in terms which are initially 

371 Bergson. 'Mernory of the Present and False RecogrutIon', ,n Time & the Instant. - Essavs in the PhN-sics 

and Philosoph 
,v 

of Time, ed. by Robin Durie. revised version of trans. by H. Wildon Carr (Manchester: 
Clinamen Press, 2000). pp. 36-63. 
372 AI-Saji, 'The memory ofanother past', p. 206- 
373 mm, P. 9. 
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unexceptionable: 'If, after having gazed at any object, we turn our eyes abruptly away, we obtain 

an "afterimage" of it: must we not suppose that this image existed already while we were 
374 looking? ' . In other words, a present perception can have a kind of 'reflection'. We might 

already begin to see why one might choose to call this image a 'virtual image'. Bergson poses a r> Z-- 

rhetorical question: 'must we not suppose that this image existed already" In other words, 
Bergson is immediately tempted to take a further more ambitious step. He is implying that the 

doubling of reality that we see, in the transient and curious case of the afterimage, is not aberrant 

but normal. He is claiming that although we actually see the doubled image only in rare cases, it 
is always present whenever we look at anything. 

In the 1908 essay, 'Memory of the Present and False Recognition', Bergson takes an even more 

ambitious step. In a manner parallel to that of the visual 'afterimage', he begins with an 

experience which although curious (indeed some would say bizarre) is nonetheless, familiar to us 

a] 1: 

Some one may be attending to what is going on or taking part in a conversation, when 
suddenly the conviction will come over them that he has already seen what he is now 
seeing, heard what he is now hearing, uttered the sentence he is uttering ... that he is living 
again, down to the minutest details, some moments of his past life. 375 

We import into English the French term dejiý vu to describe this phenomenon, although Bergson's 

terminology is better translated as 'false recognition'. What we have, then, is a lived present, 

whichfeels like a memory. The earlier case of the visual afterimage and the case of dýjýl vu hold 

in common, a kind of 'doubling' of experience. Bergson elevates the status of these apparently 47) 

transient and marginal phenomena into constants of seminal significance: there is an 41mage' of 

the present which, largely unbeknown to us, attends every moment of our lives. For Bergson 
t: ) t) 

these moments give us a rare, but nevertheless veridical insight, into how time itself is doubled or 

split. On this view the formation of memory occurs simultaneously with the formation of the 

perception. What we are aware of in dija vu, according to Bergson, is both the actual and the 

virtual image. Hence, paradoxical though it may sound, Bergson writes that what we are 
376 

experiencing: 'is a memory of the present' . 

374 MM, pp. 102- 103. 
375 . Memory ofthe Present and False Recognition', p. 36 
376 , Nlemorv ofthe Prcsent and False Recognition'. p. 521. 



Deleuze inject,, the theory of a split in time into the argument of Difference and Repetition in the 
first paradox of the second synthesis of time: 'The first paradox: the contemporaneity of the past 

with the present that it was... [It is this that] gives us the reason for the passing of the present. 
Every present passes, in favour of a new present, because the past is contemporaneous ý\ ith itself 

as present' (81). Deleuze writes: 'No present would ever pass were it not past 'at the same time' 

as it is present; no past would ever be constituted unless it were first constituted "at the same 

time" as it was present' (8 1 ). In Bergson's account, the past is not created after the present but at 

the same instant as the present: 

Either the present leaves no trace in memory, or it splits at every instant [se dedouble a 
tout 1*nstant], its very upsurge Uaillissement] being in two jets, symmetrical, one of which 
falls back [retombe] towards the past whilst the other springs forward [s', ýIance] towards 
the future. 377 

As Al-Saji puts it: 'It is on this ground that past and present can be understood as both intertwined 

and different in kind'. 378 

The argument of Difference and Repetition is a development, rather than a break, with Berason. 

nd et Deleuze takes a further step that Is more palpably Deleuzian than Bergsonian. AI-Saji Ay 

draws attention to a passage, in Deleuze's second book on Cinema, which, at first blush, simply 

seems to ape the passage from Bergson's essay 'Memory of the Present and False Recognition' 

already quoted above: 

Time has to split at the same time as it sets itself out or unrolls itself: it splits into two 
dissymmetncal jets, one of which makes all the present pass on, while the other preserves 
all the past. 

But in Deleuze's version, the two jets are dissymmetrical. In other words, for Deleuze, there can 

be no question of the past resembling the present, of the virtual resembling the actual. To do 

otherwise, would prejudice the coherence of Deleuze's overall position relative to his account, 

which I have already reviewed, of Plato's allegedly flawed concept of 'difference' as lack of 

resemblance. 

377 , Memory ofthe Present and False Reco., -, nition', p. 48. 
378 , The memory of another past'. p. 209. Subsequent ref., p. -I 17 citing Deleuze, Cinerna 2, p. 8 1. 
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The above, in principle, explanation of the interaction between the past and the present must have 

an, in practice, equivalent in the interaction between memory and perception. Hence A]-SaJ1 

writes: 'In the second chapter of Matiýre et m, ýmolre, Bergson reveals how past and present ill 
Jýct interact in acts of attentive recognition (or concrete perception)' . 

379 Beroson invites us to 

v1sualise the convergence of perception and memory in terms of a series of circuits 'in which all 

the elements, including the perceived object itself, hold each other in a state of mutual tension. -380 

Bergson writes: 

Of these different circles of memory ... the smallest, A, is the nearest to immediate 
perception. It contains only the object 0, with the afterimage which comes back and 
overlies it. Behind it, the larger and larger circles B, C, D, correspond to growing efforts t) Z: ) 

at intellectual expansion ... ; ... memory ... expanding more and more, reflects upon the 
object a growing number of suggested images. 381 

This process rebuilds the 'object perceived, as an independent whole'. Bergson writes of two 

reciprocal processes: 'an afferent process which carries impressions to the centre [and another] 

process of contrary direction, which brings back the image to the periphery'. Bergson then goes 

on to further complicate the structure by a series of circuits which associate the independent 

object with 'the ever widening systems with which it may be bound up. This is an iterative 

process: 'our distinct perception is really comparable to a closed circle, in which the perception- 

irnage, going towards the mind, and the memory-image, launched into space, careen the one 

behind the other. ' Al-SaJ1 observes that if all we are to understand by the 'virtual image' is that 

reflection of the perception which lies on the perimeter of the innermost circuit of this series of 

circuits - then, the virtual image seems to have no function: 'It is not a memory-image that can 

contribute any useful content to the present perception, that can be inserted into perception and 

determine a future course of action. This is because the virtual image appears limited to doubling 

the present perception'. 382 This understanding of the virtual image again presents a threat to the 

coherence of Deleuze's position. 

Bci-oson's account of the nature of the relation between perception and memory is, on the face of 

it, straightforward: 

379 , The memory ol'another past'. p. 207. 
380 MM, pp. 104-105 and figure 1. 
381 MM, p. 105. Subsequent refs. in this para.: p. 103 and p. 105. 
382 , The memory ofanother past', p-2 I 
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The memory is to the perception as the image reflected in the mirror is to the object in 
front of it. The object can be touched and seen; it acts on us as well as we on it; it is 
pregnant with possible actions, It Is actual. The image is virtual. and though it resembles 
the object, it is incapable of doing what the object does. Our actual existence, then, while 
it is unrolled [d, ýroulel in time, doubles itself in this way with a virtual existence, a mirror 
image. Each moment of our life offers two aspects: it is actual and virtual, perception on 383 one side and memory on the other. It splits [Il se scinde] . 

Deleuze could not, without contradiction, accept an account in which the 'virtual' image 

resembles the 'actual' in the way in which an object's reflection in a mirror is said to resemble the 

object: this would take us back to Plato. However, the threat to the coherence of Deleuze's 

position is immediately relaxed, somewhat, by the manner in which Bergson himself, qualifies his Z: ) 

own position, in respect of the above account: 

What then is memory? Every clear description of a psychological state is made up of 
images, and we are saying that the memory of an image is not an image. The pure 4-: ) 4n 
memory, then, can only be described in a vague manner and in metaphorical terms. 

We should note here that Bergson is saying, most particularly, that the memory of an image is not 

an image. Instead, we are to understand is that the virtual image is only like the image of an 

object reflected in a mirror insofar as it has no efficacy: it can make nothing happen. 

The second paradox of the second synthesis of Time: the co-existence of all of the past and the 

present. 

Al-SaJi writes that the picture we seem to be given is of 'the present... [as] a sequence of discrete 

points, of natural divisions, each of which carries within itself its own past. In this sense, each 

present is pregnant with a "virtual image" or, to use Bergson's term in Matiýre et moýmoire with 

its "afterimage- ("unage consecutive"), the image of itself as past. 384 From the account of C, 

duration which I gave in the foregoing chapter it is plain that Ber-ason could not endorse a picture Z: ) t: 1 
of durational time in terms of 'discrete points' or time as having 'natural divisions'. More than 

this, one could object that, far from solving the question of how the present passes it seems only r7l 
to add a different kind of obstacle to it. Hence, Al-SaJi writes: 

If each present contains only this image and is closed to the rest of the past, then it 
becomes difficult once acrain to understand its passing. Once the present is cut off from 

383 , Memory ofthe Present and False Recognition', p. 5 1. And subsequent ref. 
384 AI-Sýkji, . 'Thc memory of another past'. p. 2 10. Also citing, Bergson. Matter and Memom p. 104. 
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any internal connection to the rest of the flux, then the possibility of transition or 
385 movement is removed . 

It is perhaps for this reason that the first paradox provokes what Deleuze calls a second paradox; 

and this both deepens the account of the nature of durational time and promises to resolve the 

apparent conflicts: 'If each past is contemporaneous with the present that it was, then all of the 

past coexists with the new present in relation to which it is now past' (81-82). A]-Saji offers the 

necessary Bergsonian-like commentary that: 

In order for the present to pass, the past must form, not at punctual points that count off a 
series of presents, but along the whole flow of duration. For there is no point [check] at 
which one present stops and another commences ... memory must be a virtual whole (and 
not merely a single image) that accompanies the present. 

We must not suppose that 'The past is... "in" this second present' [i. e. in the 'new present' in 

relation to which all of the past co-exists] any more than 'that it is "after" the first' present (82). 

This is consistent with Bergsonism where we find: 'The past and the present do not denote two 

successive moments, but two elements which coexist: One is the present, which does not cease to 

pass, and the other is the past, which does not cease to be but through which all presents pass. 386 

Williams summarises the argument: 

Since the present could not become the past if there was not something past in the present 
and since every present is related to every other as something that passes away, the 
passing into archive of the present presupposes the synthesis of all the past as the time of 
past elements of each present past or future. 387 

The third paradox of the second synthesis of Time: a past which was never present. 

Given the above, Deleuze now argues that we arrive at a third paradox: 'Each past Is 

contemporaneous with the present it was [the first paradox], the whole past coexists with the 

present in relation to which it is past [the second paradox], but the pure element of the past in 

ocneral pre-exists the passing present [the third paradox]' (82). This is further explained as 
11 týl 
follows: 'When we say that it [i. e. the pure, general, a prion, element of all time] is 

contemporaneous with the present that it was, we necessarily speak of a past which never was 

385 , Thc mcniory of another past', p. 2 10. And sLibsequcnt ref. 
386 Bei-gsonism, p. 59. Subsequent ref., p. 59. 



139 

present, since it was not formed "after" ' (82). Williams explains this as a kind of past which iý, 
4an a pniori condition for the present passing away'. 388 The 'a priori' here con\ evi ng the burden 

ý t: 1 
of Deleuze's claim that we must 'necessarily' speak of a past which never was present. As 

Williams puts it: 'It does not depend on the experience of the past but is a condition for there 

being any such experience: the pure past, as opposed to the past of memories and records, -pre- 

exists" the present'. Williams cites, as an imagined instance of this a prion condition: *The past 

of her future, of any future, accompanies my present'. We here see the extreme novelty of what 

Deleuze wants us to understand by Bergson's notion of the past. We tend to think of the past as 

one of the three dimensions of time: past, present and future. But this is not how we are to 

understand Bergson's idea of a pure past: 'The past, far from being a dimension of time, is the 

synthesis of all time of which the present and the future are only dimensions' (82). It is this 

notion that allows Deleuze to claim that 'The present present [is] only the maximal contraction of 

all [the] past which coexists with it. ' (82). As Durie puts it, the past and present 'belong to the 

same multiplicity'. 389 'The past in general', as Bergson calls it, is not 'what has happened' to me 

or anybody else, it is not 'dateable'; it is duration made 'substance'. Hence Deleuze can claim: 

There is ... a past in general that is not the particular past of a particular present but that is 
like an ontological element, a past that is eternal and for all time, the condition of the 
"passage" of every particular present. It is the past in general that makes possible all 
pasts. According to Bergson, we first ut ourselves back into the past in general: He p 

1 390 describes in this way the leap into ontology. 

I will pursue the implications of this idea further in the context of the fourth paradox (see below). 

But before doing I can show that Deleuze does indeed make an adjustment to the theory of z: l 

recollection and perception to match the adjustment to the theory of the twin jets of time. Al-Saj, 

writes: 'The virtual image that accompanies the present-is not even properly an image. ' 391 Al- 

Saji clarifies that by 'not an image' he means in the narrow sense of 'not a representation'. The 
4: 1 

tl Ia representation ... and rationale for this claim is that 'To be an image, in the narrow sense, is to be 

this applies only to what is actualized or participates in the present'. In Deleuze's own words: 

'There is... a substantial temporal element (the Past which was never present) playing the role of C, 

387 GUN D&R, p. 95. 
388 GD's D&R, p. 95- Subsequent refs. p. 95- 
389 , Splitting Time', p. 161. 
390 Bergsonism. pp. 56-57. 
391 , The memory of another past', p. 210. Subsequent ref.. p. 210. 
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ground. This is not itself represented. It is always the former or present [actual] present which is 

represented' (82). 

The fourth paradox of the second synthesis of Time: the inverted cone. 

The 'fourth paradox' provides, in effect, a 'diagram' of durational time as a continuous virtual 

multiplicity. Deleuze's account is, again, dependent on Bergson: 

The present can be the most contracted degree of the past which coexists with it only if 
the past coexists with itself in an infinity of diverse degrees of relaxation and contraction 
at an infinity of levels (this is the meaning of the famous Bergsonlan metaphor of the 
cone, the fourth paradox in relation to the past). (83) 

Bergson asks us to imagine pure memory as an inverted cone: [its apex] 'indicates at all times my 

present, moves forward unceasingly, and unceasingly also touches the moving plane ... of my 

actual representations of the universe. 392 Above the apex of the present, stretches up the 'cone', 

which represents 'the totality of the recollections accumulated in my memory'. Bergson writes: Z: ) 

'That recollection should reappear in consciousness, it is necessary that it should descend from 

the heights of pure memory down to the precise point where action is taking place'. That 'point' 

being at the apex of the cone, i. e. the present. Later in Matter and Memory, a re-drawn version, 

of the cone shows cross-sections as it recedes from the tip, culminating in the broad base of the 

cone. 393 Bergson reflects on the difference between life at the tip of the cone, life at its base, and 

, it all the infinite 'slices of life' in between: 'We tend to scatter ourselves over [the broad base of 

the cone] in the measure we detach ourselves from our sensory and motor state to live in the life 

of dreams; we tend to concentrate ourselves in... [the apex of the cone] in the measure that we 

attach ourselves more firmly to the present reality'. 

Dcleuze notes that each level of the past from the narrowest, at the tip, to the broadest at the base, 

6contains the whole of the past, but in a more or less contracted state, around certain variable 
394 dominant recollections' These dominant recollections are what Berason also calls 'shininc, Z: I L- 

points round which the others form a vague nebulosity. These shining points are multiplied in the C, 

de. grec to which our memory expands' . 
395 But what sense are we to make of this metaphor of 

392 MM, p. 152. Subsequent refs.: p. 152 and p. 153. 
393 MM p. 1622 (fig. 5). Subsequent refs.: pp. 162-163. 
394 Bergsonism. p. 0-4- 
395 AIM. p. 17 1. Subsequent refs.: pp. 170-17 1. 
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4contraction'? We can see that as the cone narrows towards the tip of the present, the *shininL' 

points' get fewer and fewer, and thus the whole of the past is more densely packed around them. 

The reason for this is that 'at the point in space where our action is concentrated, contiguit", 
brings back, in the form of movement, only the reaction which immediately followed a former 

similar perception'. It seems, therefore, that the recollections cluster together (contract) on the 

basis of similarity, 'The nearer we come to action ... the more contiguity tends to approximate to 

similarity'. In contrast, in the more 'expanded' levels of memory, the memories cluster around 

more numerous 'shining points' on the basis of 'mere ... chronological succession ... the 

consecutive images of our past life'. The circuitry of actualization perhaps also allows us to shed 

more light on how to interpret the infinite levels of the cone of the past 'in general'. At the tip of r-1 
the cone is the present: that which is. At the base of the cone is a realm of dreams, that can have 

no effects (i. e. can prompt no action) and, therefore, will never be. 

Let us recall that Deleuze has claimed that 'The present can only be the most contracted degree of 

the past which coexists with it if the past first exists with itself in an infinity of diverse degrees of 

relaxation and contraction at an infinity of levels'. Why? Al-Saji notes that the fourth paradox 

can be derived from the preceding second and third paradoxes, in this sense: 'If the whole of the 

past coexists with every present, but also pre-exists the present in general, then the past is not 

dependent on the present for its existence. ' 396 Williams argues that the justification for Deleuze's 

claim: 

Lies in the view that the pure past must be all the past but must also be amenable to 
chano, e throuah the occurrence of any new present ... in order to accompany the passing ýn t7l 
away of any present, the past includes the way any present contracts with other passed 
presents. In other words, because each present passes away in relation to all other 
presents in different ways, this aspect of passing away must be reflected in the pure C) 
past ... 

So, although the pure past is independent of the present, it still has a particular 
relation to each present. 397 

What is the connection between (1) the diagram of the relation between the past (memory) and t7l 
the present (perception) offered in the context of the first paradox (i. e. the nested circuits) 398 ; and 

(2) the diagrarn of the relation between the past and the present offered in the context of the 
I 

fourth paradox (the inverted cone)" We know that the diagram of the circuits is offered in the 

context of an account of perception. It might seem, then, that a possible reply to the question I 

396 
, The meniorv ofanother past'. p. 21 1. 

397 
GD's D&R, p. 96. Subsequent rel'.. p. 97. 
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posed above is that the circuits show the 'winno', as it were, of an individual consciousness 

whereas the inverted cone is cosmic in scale. But although this is broadly correct, it requires 
further explanation. In Bergson's account of the cone, we should note the apparently personal 

emphasis: [the cone's] apex 'Indicates at all times my present, moves forward unceas1nC,,, Jy. and 

unceasingly also touches the moving plane ... of mY actual representations of the universe'. Abo%e 

the apex of the present, stretches up the 'cone', which represents 'the totality of the recollections 

accumulated in my memory'. It might seem, therefore, that the cone is person-specific, as if we 

all have our own individual inverted cones of Time stretching above our individual presents. But 

I suggest that the apparently personal emphasis is only a function of the particular context in 

which this diagram of durational Time is offered; this context being Bergson's avowed intention, 

in Matter and Memory, to address the mind-body problem. There is only one cone of Time and 

the reason that it can also be 'mine' or 'yours' is because we are all in it together. This reading is 

given general support by Deleuze's 'philosophy of connection'; which one might equally describe 

as a 'philosophy of difference' insofar as difference, for Deleuze, entails a connection between 

the differing terms. As Williams puts it, 'Each present, each life, is connected to all others but to 

greater and lesser degrees of contraction'. I read this to mean that we (indeed all things) have a 

common 'past'. It is this that explains Deleuze's exotic claim that 'Since each is a passing 

present, one life may replay another at a different level, as if the philosopher and the pig, the 

criminal and the saint, played out the same past at different levels of a gigantic cone. This is what 

we call metempsychosis' (83). 

I distinguished between two senses of the term 'image' in Bergson's work. Most of the 

substantive work of the chapter I have been following the notion of image insofar as it applies to 

memory. But in the fourth paradox, and given the further explanation I have just offered, we 

come to an analysis of the notion of image that, I suggest, must lead us back to the other sense of t> : 71 
Bergson's use of the term 'image': material image. I said above that neither Bergson nor Deleuze 

offers any guidance on how the diagram of the circuits of perception and memory is related to the 

&iomm of the inverted cone. But Deleuze offers a clue in the follow-up to a remark which I 

already quoted earlier. Deleuze claims that the explanation of how 'the One' has the power to be 

differentiated, 'is already contained in Matter and Memoný'. 399 Deleuze then goes on: 'the 

linkage between Creative Evolution and Matter and Memory is perfectly rigorous'. I suggest that tl t-- z: Iz: I 

ývhat this elliptical remark implies is that the general principle of the inverted cone, although Z: I L_ 

398 MM, p. 105, fig. 1. SUbsequent ref.. p. 15 1 fig. 4. 
399 Berjqsonism, p. 100. 
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introduced within the context of the mind-body problem in Matter and Meinoný, is given its 

proper cosmic scope and ontological application when seen as continuous ývlth the philosophical 

project that culminates in Creative Evolution. Duration, in Creative Evolution, is a matter of 

ontology not psychology. Deleuze writes: 'Only the present is "psychological", but the past is 

pure ontology; pure recollection has only ontological significance. 400 Time, as duration, is not in 

us, we akin to all other things (alive, dead and inanimate) are in it: 'The only subjectivity is time, 

non-chronological time grasped in its foundation, and it is we who are internal to time, not the 
401 

other way round' . 

As we have seen, Bergson describes the universe as a system of images. On this view, the world 
is made of images, irrespective of whether we perceive them or not: 'Here I am in the presence of 

images, in the vaguest sense of the word, images perceived when my senses are opened to them, 

unperceived when they are closed. ý 402 Drawing closer still to an account of images which we 

would, more naturally, associate with an account of material objects, Bergson describes how 

these images interact: 'All these images act and react upon one another in all their elementary 

parts according to constant laws which I call laws of nature'. This universe of images has no 

centre, no single perspective but is, instead, to be understood from all of perspectives, of all of the 

mutually interacting images. In the midst of all these images, my body is only another special 

kind of image: 

All seems to take place as if, in this aggregate of images which I call the universe, t.: - 
nothing really new could happen except through the medium of certain particular images, 
the type of which is furnished me by my body. 403 

As explained in the foregoing chapter, Bergson's theory of perception is one in which the original 

richness of the world of images is filtered, or reduced, with reference to our interests: 

If living beings are, within the universe, just "centers of indetermination"... we can 
conceive that their mere presence is equivalent to the suppression of all those parts of 
objects in which their functions find no interest-The images which surround us will Zýl 
appear to turn toward our body the side ... which interests our body. 

400 Bergsonism, p. 56. 
401 Gillcs DelcLizc. Cinema 2: The Time-linage, trans 
(London: Athlone Press, 1986), p-82- 
402 MM, p. 17. 
403 MM, p 18. Suhsequent ref., p. 36. 
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The brain adds nothing to what it receives. As A]-Saji puts it: 'Perception is not a picture of the 
404 -hat world, but the world made picture' . 

But given the foregoing account of material Images. Z: ) t__ 
sense can we make of the notion of a virtual material image, in addition to the virtual image that 

mirrors present perception? 

Bergson accords to inanimate, unconscious things, a kind of perception and, what is more, a 

perception that, in some ways, exceeds our own: 

In one sense we might say that the perception of any unconscious material point 
whatever-is infinitely greater and more complete than ours, since this point gathers and 
transmits the influences of all the points of the material universe, whereas our 
consciousness only attains to certain parts. 405 

This is a radical notion which Colebrook tries to render more credible: 

One could imagine molecular life as having something close to ... unmediated perception; 
one molecule does not decide or imaoine its relation to another. But insofar as each 
molecule responds to its outside and encounters, it is perceptive. A hydrogen atom 
behaves in a certain way - or is - when it connects with oxygen, and the connections 
in turn behave or perceive according to their connections. We could refer to this as 
46molecular perception" insofar as the relation produced is determined by they way each 
term's potential is realized in specific relation to another power or potential. Ideally, 
46 pure perception" would be a relation without delay. 406 

And as we have seen, this is just how unconscious perception differs from conscious perception: 

'Human perception exists in a "zone of indetermination" '. If human perception does not 

perceive everything there is, then it follows that there is an unperceived universe. If we think of 

a particular point within that unperceived, unconscious, but in a peculiar sense 'perceiving' 

universe': 'We can regard the action of all matter as passing through it without resistance and 

without loss, and the photograph of the whole as translucent'. 
407 Everything passes through an 

unconscious point because, as AI-Saji puts it, 'Its vision is a non-selective and indifferent kind, 
408 

which registers everything but discerns nothing' . But all that we would mean by such tl 
discernment was that the 'zone of indetermination', which we call the brain, is like a 'screen' that 

i-eflects back some of that which passes through it. What is virtual and non-representational only t7l 

404 , The mcmory of another past', p. 220. 
405 MM, p. 38. 
406 Delcuze, A Guidefor the Perplexed', p. 6. Subsequent ref., p. 6. 
407 MM, pp. 38-39. 
408 , The memory of another past', p. 220 
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becomes actual and representational when it is discerned by the conscious perceiving subject. 
Outside of consciousness, therefore, there is a universe of virtual matenal images. I-- 

What is the relation between the realm of virtual material images and the virtual 11111-ror images of Cý 
present perception? We must recall that in the earlier account of present perception, the virtual 

image which careened behind the actual object of perception seemed to be useless. It was, on the 

face of it, just a double. A]-Saji first offers the conjecture that the virtual double, far from being 

vacuous, is, in fact, wonderfully dense: 'It records the implicit and unconscious images, the whole Z71 

interpenetrating nexus of material images, that constitute the universe for Bergson. . 409 Were this 

the case, it would mean that the virtual image would exceed the limits of our perception. In other 

words, this would equate the memory of the present to 'the indifferent vision of matter' or the 

virtual material image. Tempting though such a conjecture might be, it cannot be this 

straightforward because we already know that Bergson makes a sharp distinction 'between the 

material image (or object) and the virtual image (or memory of the present). Matter ... has its own 

rhythm of duration. Infinitely more relaxed than my own, its moments lose their tension and 

spread out all at once, taking on extension. ' As Colebrook puts it: 'Extended space is "relaxed" 

because its points do not bear a relation to each other; the points are spread out and indifferent to 

each other' .4 
10 In other words, there is still, for Bergson, a radical difference between the 

material and the spiritual. 

The memory of the present (the virtual memory image) is not, therefore, the same as the 

indifferent vision of matter; neither is it 'an already actualized and fully determinate 

representation perceived in the light of my actions and interests. 41 1 But Al-SaJi argues, the 

virtual memory image is related to the virtual material image. In particular: 'The body's 41D 

affectivity constitutes the difference between memory of the present and the indifferent vision of 

matter'. Bergson's notion of an 'affect' has to do with states of the body that belongs to a 

perceiving conscious subject. I have said that our body is an image among other images but, 

nonetheless, the image that is my body has special features that have to be explained in Bergson's 

overal I system. For example, what is it to feel a pain or an emotion? Hence, Bergson writes: Z: ) 

'Between inmoes and ideas - the former extended and the latter unextended -a series of 

409 , The memory ofanother past', p-220. Subsequent refs.: p. 220. 
410 Deleitze, A Guidefor the Perj)le-ved', p. 46. 
411 . The memory of another past', p. 2-2 1. Subsequent ref., p. 2-1 1. 
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intermediate states, more or less vaguely localized, which are the affect*ve . tates 412 NVe have 1s 

seen how, for Bergson, perceptions, metaphorically speaking, 'measure the reflecting power of 
the body' but now, we are further told, 'affection measures its power to absorb'. If perception is, 
for Bergson, located outside the body, affection is inside the body. Al-Saji writes: 'Instead of an 

excitation causing an action in a predictable sequence, the future action is interrupted or dekiyed, 

and replaced by an affective state within the body. Affects prefigure or sý, tnbolize possible future 

actions which are no longer merely automatic outcomes. 413 In Bergson's own words: 

There is one [image] 
... which is distinct from all the others, in that I do not only know it 

from without by perceptions, but from within by affections: it is my body. I examine the 
conditions in which these affections are produced: I find that they always interpose 
themselves between the excitations that I receive from without and the movements which 
I am about to execute, as though they had some undefined influence on the final issue. 414 

This is different, therefore, from the bodily memory that is a habit. In the earlier example that 

Colebrook gave of swimming, although the past is active, its effect on the present is automatic. 

One must have an explanation, within the terms of reference of Ber-ason's system, of what it is 

that gives my body an inside as well as an outside. In other words, Bergson accepts that my body 

is, somehow, a special image among a world of images. But it must stand in some theoretical 

wlation to that world of images. As a material image it is, like all things, an expression of 

duration. But what exactly singularises it? Al-Saji replies: 'My bodily affectivity incarnates a 

particular rhythm of duration ... Here, a plane or level of tension in the cone of pure memory is 
415 

seen to take material form as a particular sensor-motor schema, a singular body' . We saw 

earlier how the virtual material image cannot be identical with the virtual memory image of 

present perception because there is a radical difference between matter and memory. 

Nevertheless, Al-Saji suggests that the virtual image may still 'participate' in 'the unconscious Z> tl 
vision of matter'. What stops this from turning the virtual memory image into matter is the fact 

tl 
that it does not participate 'indifferently' as matter does. The doubled memory image is part of Z: ) 
the unconscious world of virtual material images but, importantly, it is, as Al-Saji puts it: 

I configured according to the body's affectivity'. t, z: 1 

412 MM, p. 53. Sub,, equent ref., p. 56. 
413 , The memory ol'ailothcr past'. p. 22 1. 
414 AlM, p. 17. ' 

415 , The memory of another past*. p. 221. Subsequent rel's. in this para: p221 
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The third synthesis of Time: eternal return. 

In the second chapter of Difference and Repetition, Deleuze alludes, with an initial obscuritý 

deliberately designed to enhance the dramatic tension, to the requirement for 'a third synthesis of 

time... ' (85); as the chapter unwinds, this third synthesis turns out to be provided by Nietzsche's 

doctrine of the eternal return. For Deleuze, there is a lacuna in Bergson's philosophy of Time. 

As May puts it: 'Duration is a unity, but it is not merely a unity of past and present, as it might 

have seemed with Bergson. It is a unity of past, present and future. 416 Nietzsche is to provide 

the concept of the future that Bergson lacked. In chapter I of the thesis I introduced Deleuze's 

radical reading of Nietzsche's idea of recurrence in the context of Deleuze's own introductory 

chapter to Difference and Repetition. As we have seen, for Deleuze: 'It is not some one thin" 

which returns but 
... returning itself is the one thing ... 

identity in the eternal return does not 

describe the nature of that which returns but, on the contrary, the fact of returning for that which 
417 differs' . 

To understand the eternal return we must stop thinking in a particular way about being and t:, t: ) 

becoming. May writes: 

In traditional philosophy, being is contrasted with becoming. Being is that which Lý t) 
endures, that which underlies ... remains constant. Being is the source and the foundation, 
fixed and unchanging ... On the other hand, becoming is ephemeral, changing, inconstant, 

418 
and therefore less substantial than being. Being is real, becoming is a passing illusion 

. 

The platform for the eternal return is built on the rejection of this traditional way of thinking. 

Nietzsche's critique of any notion of a final state of the universe implies that we must, instead, 

embrace the idea that only becoming is real: in other words, a universe comprised only of fluidity 

and change. This is consistent with Deleuze's reading of Bergson. 0 

The first synthesis of time had, as its given, our sense of expectancy, which had, as its condition, 

habit, albeit 'habit' conceived in such a way as to place no reliance on conscious activity or on 

natural physical laws. The second synthesis of time had, as its given, our sense of a falling away 

into the past, which has, as its condition, memory - albeit memory conceived in terms of an 

416 Gilles Deleuzc: An Introduction. p. 6 1. 
417 Deleuze, Nietzsche and Philosopliv, p. 48 
418 Gilles Deleuzc. -An Introduction, P-59. 
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ontological state in which all things are connected. The third synthesis of time has, as it,, given, 

what Williams calls our sense of 'the drive forward to the future 
... chancing... openness ... risk'. 41 9 

Deleuze gives three conditions for this given. The first, 'a pure order of time' (88), V, obscure in 

Deleuze's formulation. I follow Williams who advises that 'the drive toward the ne, ýv presupposes 

a cut in time ... that is, from the point of view of a sensation of moving towards the new, the 

present cuts us off from the past and projects us into a completely different future'. Hence, 

Deleuze's reference to a 'caesura' and to time being 'torn into two unequal parts' (89). Having 

cut time, the second condition of the drive towards the future, confusingly, depends on an Z: ) 

ordering of the whole of time, Deleuze refers to: 'the totality of time ... that draws together the 

caesura, the before and after' (89). Williams advises that 'Deleuze does not mean ... that 

everything is put on the same basis. On the contrary, the whole or group ... is divided into two 

incommensurable subgroups'. But for all that, we are left with an apparent contradiction: 'How 

can time be cut in the present and yet also be a whole in terms of the relation of past to future? 

Deleuze reply depends on his concept of the eternal return of difference. In other words, the 

same is lost, cut off from the present - identities do not return - but the past, the present and 

the future are united in the special category of repetition. For Deleuze, repetition is the return of 
difference. As Williams puts it: 'the parts of acts and identities that are differential or in 

movement return eternally whether they are in the past or the future'. 

One might object, why is it the return of anything? In other words, why is it not just an infinite 

variety of something, more of a kind of eternal open future? May provides an answer rather more 

clearly, as far as I am aware, than Deleuze ever does himself. The crucial point, on this 

Bergsoman model, is that 'we move from past to present rather than from present to past 420 

This we must recall is the paradoxical outcome of the Bergsonian account of the 'past in general' 

(the virtual) and of the nature of memory and perception. One might then further object, why is it 

the return of difference? To answer we must further associate the past, as an ontological element, 

with difference, then it follows that 'if the past that actualizes itself in the present is difference, 

then what recurs eternally is difference itself". 

419 GD'sD&R, p. 102. Subsequent ref's.: pp. 102-103. 
420 Gilles Deleitz. c. -An Introduction, p. 60. And subsequent ref. 
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Interim conclusion. 

What is the role of Chapter Two of Difference and Repetition in the argument of the book as a 

whole? Furthermore, what contribution does it make to sustaining the argument of my thesis" In 

chapter I of my thesis I argued that, in the Introductory Chapter of Dýfterence and Repetition, 

Deleuze rather toyed with the concept of repetition - at least insofar as he makes no attempt 

clearly to distinguish his own position from those of Kierkegaard and Nietzsche. It was evident, 
however, that, for Deleuze, repetition was part and parcel of the project of difference, rather than 

a dull rehearsal of the same. In other words, that difference would always come before identity. 
Chapter Two seems to promise Deleuze's own detailed statement of what should count as an 

authentic repetition: 'Repetition for Itself. And yet it is wholly devoted to the ph I losophy of 
Time? What is the relationship between the philosophy of Time and the philosophy of 
difference? 1, like May, conclude that Time is a function of difference: 

The past is duration; the present is actualization; the future is eternal return. But within 
all these, constitutive of them, is difference. Difference in kind constitutes duration. 
Actualized difference constitutes the present. The return of difference constitutes the 

421 future 
. 

As we have seen, Badiou describes Deleuze's philosophy as 'systematicl. 422 1 agree. Badiou t: 1 
also, and without any intended insult, describes Deleuze's philosophy as 'monotonotts, 

composing a very particular regime of emphasis or almost infinite repetition of a limited 

repertoire of concepts, as well as a virtuosic variation of names, under which what it thought 

423 remains essentially identical' 
.I also agree. And yet, as May points out: 'Badiou separates his 

424 discussion of time from his discussion of the virtual and the actual' . In fact, the relationship 

between the actual and virtual, which is Badiou's central complaint against Deleuze, depends on 

the treatment I have aiven in this chapter to Deleuze's reading of Bergson and Nietzsche. tlý b 
Deletize's philosophy of Time describes the inner workings of the relationship between the actual 

and the virtual. 

421 Gilles Deleuzc. -An Introduction. p. 62. 
422 CB, p. 17. 
423 CB. p. 15. 
424 , Badiou and Delcu/c On the One and the Many'. p. 74 
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Chapter 7: A logic of multiplicity: Deleuze's Spinoza. 

Introduction to the chapter. 

In this thesis I am tracing the themes of 'the One' and the Multiple through the phases of 
Deleuze's argument in Difference and Repetition. I have reached Chapter Three, 'The Image of 
Thought'. I associate Chapter Three of Difference and Repetition with Deleuze's reading of 
Spinoza; this is audacious because, barring one name-check (50), Spinoza is not even mentioned. 
How do I justify it? Partly because Chapter Three is concerned with the 'starting points' of 

philosophical systems. Indeed, the chapter's opening words are: 'Where to begin in philosophy 
has always - rightly - been regarded as a very delicate problem, for beginning means tý ID 
eliminating all presuppositions' (129). To achieve a point of contact between this problem and 

Spinoza it is only necessary to pose the question: does Deleuze begin where S inoza begins? To C) p t: 1 
achieve a point of contact with this question and my themes, one only needs to reflect that if 

Deleuze does begin in the same place as Spinoza, then the problem of Deleuze's allegiance to the I- 
philosophy of the One resurfaces. To rebut this, I argue that Deleuze does not begin where 

Spinoza begins. 

If it is not immediately obvious why 'starting points' should have anything to do with 'The Image 

of Thought', Deleuze quickly brings the two into close registration: the connection is the cogito. tl 
Deleuze mocks the cogito because, for him, it represents the abrogation of 'thought'; it is doxa, 

'what everybody knows': 

It is presumed that everyone knows, independently of concepts, what is meant by self, 
thinking, and being. The pure self of "I think" thus appears to be a beginning. (129). 

It is because the cogito is 'what everybody knows', that it gives Descartes the resources to halt 

the corrosive progress of the method of doubt and to start his philosophy. In Deleuze's view it is 
Z: ý 

ýt false start. Chapter Three of Difference and Repetition is concerned, then, with what 'thought' 

reaffi, is. But it is laraely a necative critique and, therefore, works by separating what thought is, Z71 4-> C) tn 

from what it is not. Deleuze mocks the model of thought that is based on simple acts of z::, 

recognition: 
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This is a table, this an apple, this the piece of wax, Good morning Theaetetus... who can 
believe that the destiny of thought is at stake in these acts. and that when we recognize, zn 
we are thinking? (135) 

The substantive work of the chapter is organized around three broad themes: (1) Substance; (2) 
Formal distinction; and (3) Univocity, immanence and expression. Each of which I will first 

briefly introduce. 

Substance. 

If Descartes is condemned by Deleuze, then, elsewhere at least, Spinoza is lauded. In the 

introduction and summary of the thesis I alluded to Deleuze's Identifications of Spinoza as 'the 

prince' and 'the Christ' of philosophers . 
425 In more prosaic mood, Deleuze gives a familiar t7ý 

summary of what he calls: 'The great theoretical thesis of Spinozism: a single substance having bbC, 

an infinity of attributes ... all "creatures" being only modes of these attributes or modifications of 
426 

this substance'. Spinoza defines 'substance' as 'what is in itself and is conceived through 

itself, that is, that whose concept does not require the concept of another thing'. 427 For Deleuze, 

Spinoza is the locus of an equation between 'substance' and 'univocity': 'Univocal being 

becomes identical [in Spinoza] with unique, universal and infinite substance' (40). 

We know that Deleuze endorses the doctrine of univocal Being. Spinozism is a philosophy of 

'the One' to the extent that it relies on the demonstration that there is only one substance. 

li-i the Preface to the English Edition of Difference and Repetition, Deleuze writes: 'There is a 

great difference between writing history of philosophy and writing philosophy'; he goes on, 

'Difference and Repetition was the first book in which I tried to "do philosophy"(xv). ' 

Expressionism in Philosophy. - Spinoza appeared in 1968, at more or less the same time as 

Difference and Repetition. Hence, I justify reading it alongside the brief treatment of Spinoza in 

, 
krence and Repetition itself But if Difference and Repet*tion is Deleuze's 'first philosophy', D if 

is Expressionism in Philosophy a history of philosophy? It is noticeable that despite the 

effusiveness of Deleuze's praise for Spinoza in other writings, the style, or tone, of Expressionisin 

I. n PhilosophY is oddly neutral or guarded. Deleuze seems, quite deliberately, to strike a pose that 

425 What is Philosophy. ". p. 48 and p. 60. 
426 Gilles Deleum. Spinoza: Practical Philosophy, trans. by Robert Hurley (San Franciso: City Light, 
1988). P. 17. 
427 Spinoza, The Ethics in. Edwin Curley, cd. and trans., .4 SpinoZa Reader: the Ethics and Other VVorks 
(Princeton: Princeton Universitv Press, 1994), D3. p. 85. 
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conceals his own position. This assessment is supported by Hardt*s comment that 'There is a 
certain modesty and caution before Spinoza that we do not find elsewhere ., 

428 A workable 
distinction between the 'history of philosophy' and 'doing philosophy' is clearly possible but 

when Deleuze purports to make it he is being disingenuous. Expression isin in PhilosophY, like all 

of Deleuze's monographs, is skewed in the direction of his own emerging position. t: ) t) 

One might wonder whether it is, in part, the neutral 'mood' of Expressionism in PhilosophY that 
leads Howie to paint Deleuze as an unreconstructed (my term) Spinozi St. 429 In other words, she 

confuses Deleuze's 'modesty 
... before Spinoza' with complete identification. On this view, 

Deleuze takes too much from Spinoza. Over three hundred years of analysis have armed scholars 

with enough ammunition to knock down Spinoza's 'great theoretical thesis'; for Howie, 

Deleuze's project is killed with the same stone. I rebut this conclusion by agreeing with Hardt 

that Deleuze 'Presents [Spinoza's] proofs of the existence of God and the singularity of substance 

as an extended meditation on the positive nature of difference and the real foundation of 
being'. 430 Deleuze's reading of Spinoza is eccentric but not so eccentric as to amount to a 

modern attempt to establish an apodictic foundation for philosophy. The substantive work of this 

chapter of the thesis begins by following Deleuze's analysis, in Expressionism in Philosophy, of 

the celebrated opening arguments of Spinoza's Ethics. I argue that although there is a clear 

sympathy between Deleuze's reading of Bergson's concept of difference and his reading of 
Spinoza's concept of substance, it does not amount to an identity. Deleuze's ontology is derived 

from Bergson not Spinoza. 

Formal distinction: a logic. 

In A Thousand Plateaus, published in 1980, and written in conjunction with Guattari, we find in 

the concept of the 'rhizome' an elaboration of Deleuze's concept of multiplicity: 'The rhizome is 

the conjunction, "and ... and ... and".. '; Deleuze and Guattari go on to endorse a literature that has 

established what they describe as 'a logic of the AND' - such a logic, we are told, can 

I gy, do away with foundations, nullify endings and be,, innings' 
. 
431 Why should overthrow ontolo, 

--, 
CY 

Deleuze want to overthrow ontology? He is thinking of the ontology that springs from the 4: 1 C) t7l 

428 Gilles in Philosophy, p. 56. 
429 Howic. Delew-. e and Spinoza: theAura of Expression. (Henceforth, D&S: Aura of Expression. ) 
430 Gilles Deleuz-. c: AnApprenticeship in Philosophy, p. 60. Subsequent ref., p. 17. 
431 Gilles Dclcu/c and Mix Guattari-A Thousand Plateaus: Capitalism and Schizophrenia, trans. by Brian 
MZISSLinii (London: Continuum, 2002), p-25. 
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copula: 'Is'. Deleuze's own ontology is a dynamic ontology of becoming that denies 'Is'. We C, 0 

can now see why Rajchman argues that Deleuze seeks to establish a new logic: 'A logic of t-- 4-- 
, 4multiplicity, " a logic of sense. 432 Rajchman explains that Deleuzian logic has got nothing to do t7l Z: ) C, 
with 'a sentential calculus of truth' or a 'method of inference for the sciences, or 'deriving 

433 
propositions from others taken as premises' . It is, instead, a logic that privileges dynamisin 

and connections. Deleuze takes this logic from Spinoza. 

The only explicit analysis of Spinoza in Difference and Repetition Is In Chapter One. It Is part of 
Deleuze's attempt to counter Aristotle's claim that Being is equivocal. But even here Spinoza is 

yoked, somewhat uneasily as we will see, to Duns Scotus. Duns Scotus is the first champion of 

univocal Being: 

There has only ever been one ontological proposition: Being is univocal. There has only 
ever been one ontology, that of Duns Scotus, which gave being a single voice ... A single C) ID 

voice raises the clamour of being' (35). 

But Duns Scotus is also, it seems, a philosopher of multiplicity in the special sense that Deleuze 

wants to give to that term. In chapters 5 and 6 of the thesis I argued that Deleuze's ontoloýical 

credentials as a philosopher of multiplicity are denved from his appropriation of Bergson's notion 

of the continuous multiplicity. In this chapter we see how the influence of Bergson is developed 

by Deleuze's appropriation of the notion of 'formal distinction' from Duns Scotus. This is where 

Spinoza is yoked to Duns Scotus. As Hardt explains: 'Deleuze traces Spinoza's theory of the 

attributes back to Duns Scotus ... The positive theology of Duns Scotus is characterised by the 

theory of formal distinction. 434 Deleuze argues that the 'attfibutes' are formally distinct but 

ontologically identical. The chapter answers the question, how is Deleuze entitled to use the 

concept of formal distinction which has it origins in theology? 

UnivocitY, immanence and expression. 

A t'urther question arises. Why does Deleuze need the notion of formal distinction? Hardt argues 

that the Scotian philosophy, albeit given a Spinozan spin, provides a route, that Bergson does not z: 1 C) 

provide, to the joint doctrines of 'univocity' and 'expressivity': 'Through the investigation of the Z: ý 1: ) 

432 The Deleitze Connections. p. 50. Subsequent refs. in this para.: p. 50. 
433 The Deleuzze Connections, p. 50. 
434 Gille. v Deleitze. -An Aj)prenticeship in Philosophy, p. 65. 
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45 formal distinction of the attributes, Deleuze arrives at ... the principle of the univocity of being 

I suggest that we need to add the notion of 'immanence' to this nexu,,,. 

For Deleuze, univocal Being means that all existing things are equal. What Deleuze finds iii Z: ) 
Spinoza is a kind of 'logic' for the panty of Being, everything lies on the same plane: what 

436 Deleuze will later call 'the plane of immanence' 
. 

Spinoza was still on Deleuze's mind in the essay that turned out to be the last words published in 
his lifetime. If one takes that last opuscule as a valedictory message. then it is clear that 

Deleuze's message to us is that Spinozism is important because it is a philosophy of 'pure 

immanence'. It is this doctrine of immanence 'That reintroduces Spinozism into the heart of the 
437 

philosophical process' .I said earlier that part of the reason for associating Chapter Three of Z-ý 
Difference and Repetition ('The Image of Thought') with Deleuze's reading of Spinoza was 47, t-ý 

because of the Chapter's concerns with philosophical beginnings. I further support the tý 1-ý 
connection between Deleuze's 'Image of Thought' and his reading of Spinoza by virtue of the t) Z71 
way in which Deleuze interprets 'immanence'. I show how, for Deleuze, Spinoza's philosophy 

of 'immanence does not only entail the denial of a transcendent God but also a shift of the focus 

of philosophy away from the 'subject' as thinker. 

Hardt points us to the doctrine of 'expression': 'In order to grasp the univocity of being, we have 

to begin with ... 
its expressivity. The Spinozan attributes, on Deleuze's reading, are the t) C) 

expressions of being'. 438 In Deleuze's own words: Spinoza not only inhents the mantle of 

univocity from Duns Scotus but also 'Marks a considerable progress ... With Spinoza, univocal 

being 
... becomes expressive' (40). Whereas Howie argues that Deleuze takes too much from 

Spinoza, Pierre Macherey argues that he takes too little. The clearest sign of which is in the title Zn 

of Deleuze's book, Expressionism in Philosophy: 

The word "expressionism"... evokes primarily the aesthetic movement deriving from the 

t:, I iterature work of French and German painters at the turn of the century ... spreading into li 

and the new art of cinema'... To analyse Spinoza's philosophy in terms of 
expression ... was... to introduce a new version of Spinozism that was at variance, if not 

435 Gilles Deleitze. - An Apprenticeship in Philosophy, p. 63- 
436 What is Philosoph 

, v?, pp. 35-60. 
417 Gilles Deleuze, 'Immanence: A Life'. in Pure Immanence 
(Ncw Y()rk: Zone Books. 2001), pp. 25-33 (p. -18). 438 Gilles Deleitzt,: An Apprenticeship in Philosophy, p. 63. 

Essays onA Life. trans. by Anne Boyman 



completely at odds, with the model of demonstrative rationality explicitlý adopted by 
Spinoza himself. 439 

Macherey is right to complain that Deleuze foists an 'alien' concept of 'expression' onto Spinoza. 

It suits Deleuze's polemical purposes to claim, at the very outset of Expressionism in PhilosophY, 

that: 'The idea of expression appears in the first part of the Ethics as early as the sixth Definition: 

By God I understand a being absolutely infinite, that is, a substance consisting of an infinity of 

attributes, of which each expresses [Deleuze's emphasis] an eternal and infinite essence". ' 440 But 

Deleuze himself is soon having to explain 'why 
... most respected commentators [have] taken so 

little, if any account of [it]'; and then has to admit that: 'The idea of expression is neither defined 

nor deduced by Spinoza'. Indeed, at first blush it seems 'to speak volumes' that Deleuze's other 
book on Spinoza, Spinoza: Practical Philosophy, published after Expressionism in PhilosophY, 

finds no place at all in its diction ary- style format for a definition of 'Expression'. But this is, in 
fact, misleading because much of the same work is done by the definition of the more thoroughly 

Spinozan terms: 'Explain-Imply (Explicare, Implicare). 9441 

Deleuze's concept of 'expression' is elusive but the later Spinoza book gives scope for arguing t7l C) C, 
that although the concept is indeed 'at one remove' from Spinoza, it is nowhere near as remote 

from Spinoza as Macherey would have us believe. Deleuze has, of course, written, most 

provocatively, on both modern painting and cinema but one does not have to look that far from 

Spinoza's heritage to find the source of Deleuze's interest in 'expression'. Deleuze writes: 

Explain is a "strong" term in Spinoza. It does not signify an operation of the intellect 
external to the thing, but an operation of the thing internal to the intellect. Even C, 

demonstrations are said to be "eyes" of the, meaning that they perceive a movement that 
is in the thing-the thing explains itsel f. 442 

tD 

This is redolent of Hegel's claim for the 'logicity of being': the Being that speaks itself. By 

expression' we should understand the claim that there is no 'gap', as it were, between thought 

and beino. As 'thinkers' we assume that we are free agents. On the 'expressive' view of reality 
Z- 

that Deleuze sponsors, thinking is not, however, something that we initiate. In Chapter Three of 

, 
ýý, rencc tind Repeti'tion, Deleuze anticipates the 'Theory of Ideas' that will only be fully Dýf 

439 Pierre Macherey, 'The Encounter with Spinoza' in Deletize 
(Oxford: Blackwell, 1996), pp. 139-161 (p. 14 1). 
440 EiP, p. 13 (citing Spinoza. the Ethics D6). Subsequent refs 
441 Spino, -, a. - Practical PhilosophY. pp. 68-69. 
442 

ibid. 

A Critical Reader, ed by Paul Patton 

p. 17 and p. 19. 
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developed in Chapters Four and Five: 'Something in the world forces us to think. This something 

is an object not of recognition but of a fundamental encounter' (139). In the following chapter of 
the thesis I argue that this is where Deleuze finds the starting place of his own philosophy. 

For Deleuze to read Spinoza through Hegel is an anachronism but it does not snap the thread of 
the history of philosophy in the way that Macherey contends. After all. Hegel sees his own Z71 

discourse as, to some extent, a dialogue with Spinoza. As we have seen, for Deleuze, Hegel is, 
ostensibly, the enemy, whereas Spinoza is an ally. But in one important respect, Hegel and 
Spinoza are closer than Deleuze likes to pretend. Deleuze goes back to Spinoza to find an 

antidote to Hegel's insistence on the negative nature of difference and of Being founded on 

contradiction. But Deleuze adds to Spinoza an idea of 'expression' that Deleuze takes from 

Hegel. It is Hegel who provokes, in Deleuze, the idea of a Being that is 'expressive', but it is the t: 1 
philosophy of Spinoza that provides a logic for it. 

Inverting Spinozism. 

For Deleuze, Spinoza marks a progress but not the perfection of the univocity of Being. Why? 

Because, 'There still remains a difference between substance and the modes: Spinoza's substance 

appears independent of the modes, while the modes are dependent on substance, but as though on 

something other than themselves' (40). 1 defer, until the concluding chapter of the thesis, the tý, 
problem of how the 'historical Spinoza' becomes 'Deleuze's Spinoza' by means of Nietzsche's 

doctrine of the eternal return. 

The single substance. 

Conventional scholarly analysis reads the opening arguments of the Ethics as the platform for the 

proof of the single substance. R. J. Delahunty, like most scholars, thinks that opening part of the 

Ethics can be divided into two broad sections: up until Proposition 7, Spinoza aims to establish 

'that there is at least one substance'; after that, the focus shifts to demonstrating that there is no 
443 inore than one substance . 

Deleuze's analysis is compatible with Delahunty's insofar as he too 

respects broadly the same division. Thus we find, Deleuze claiming that, up until Proposition 8, tn 

Spinoza's whole focus is to demonstrate that 'there is only one substance for each attribute. ' 

Similarly to Delahunty, 'from Proposition 9 on, ' Deleuze writes, *Spinoza's objective seems to 
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shift. It is no longer a question of demonstrating that there is only one substance for each 
444 attrihute, but that there is only one substance for all attributes' . In fact, we do not reach the 

'single substance' proof until Proposition 14: 'Except God, no substance can be or be 

conceived. 1445 Deleuze claims that the 'passage from one theme [one substance per attribute] to 
the next [one substance for all attn t-ý 

ibutes] seems difficult to grasp 1 446 (34). Howle also voices this 
difficulty: 'Initially and somewhat surprisingly there appears to be some overlap between the 

, 447 proofs that there is one substance per attribute and one substance for all attributes . 

Real distinction is not numerical distinction. 

Thus far, Deleuze's analysis of Spinoza's overall scheme is both unexceptionable and compatible 
with other scholarly opinion. The novelty of Deleuze's reading of Spinoza starts to emerge, 
however, when Deleuze supplements the already mentioned scheme with another scheme. 
Deleuze's expressed intention in drawing out this supplementary reading of Spinoza's overall 
plan is to ease the alleged difficulty of understanding, the basis of the transition, in the Ethics, 

between Propositions I-8, and 9 onwards. Deleuze writes that the transition from at least one 

substance, to but one substance: 

May be effected by what is called in logic the conversion of a negative universal. 
Numerical distinction is never real; then conversely, real distinction is never numerical. 
Spinoza's argument then becomes: attributes are really distinct; but real distinction is 448 
never numerical; so there is only one substance for all attributes . 

This is revealing of Deleuze's deeper purposes. Whereas most commentators read the opening of 
The Ethics to be a demonstration of Spinoza's thesis of the single substance, Deleuze reads it as 

, in exercise in discovering the nature of difference. In other words, as a contribution to answering 

the question, what is real distinction? Up to Proposition 8, we are told, Spinoza's ambition is to 

demonstrate that numerical distinction is never real. After that, in this reading, the trajectory of 
Spinoza's argument is that, because the attributes of substance are 'really distinct', and it has 

already been shown that that which is 'really distinct' cannot be numerically distinguished, there 

can only be one substance. Having given the outline of the argument in Deleuze's supplementary C) t) 

443 R. J. Delahunty, Spinoza (London: Routledge, 1983). p. 114. 
444 EiP, p. 34. 
445 Spinoza, The Ethics, p. 93. 
446 EiP, p. 3-4. 
447 D&S. -Aura (ýf Fvprcssion. p. 2 I- 
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reading of Spinoza, I will now discuss it in more detail, alongside the conventional reading of the 
Ethics. 

Deleuze writes, 'At the very beginning of the Ethics Spinoza asks how two things, in the most 
general sense of the word, can be distinguished'. 449Deleuze is here 'nailing his own colours to r) 
the mast' but, for all that, it is not obviously forcing the material. Deleuze gives no explicit 

reference but is, I assume, referring to Proposition 4: 

Two or more distinct things are distinguished from one another, either by a difference in 
the attributes of the substances or by a difference in their affections. 450 

(The 'affections' of a substance are, by Definition 5, understood to mean the same as the 
4 modes' of a substance. ) 

It is not unreasonable to read the above as an interim step in an enquiry into the nature of 
difference. Jonathan Bennett glosses P4 in more straightforward terms: 'Two things must be 

made distinct from one another - must be made two - by a difference either in their attributes or 
in their states, i. e., either in what basic kinds they belong to or in some nonbasic qualitative týl 
way' . 

45 1 Bennett's summary, with its own references to the nature of distinction, is thus not that 
far removed from Deleuze's reading. 

Having noted Proposition 4,1 now need to show how Deleuze's preoccupation with the nature of 
difference underlies his analysis of how Spinoza moves to Proposition 5: 'There cannot be two or 

more substances of the same ... attribute. 452 More plainly stated, this is just equivalent to the 

claim that no two substances may share an attribute. In Deleuze's reading of Spinoza there is a 

short way and a long way to this conclusion. 453 It is the long way that contains the crucial moves 
in respect of the nature of real distinction. Deleuze is referring to the second Scholium to 

454 Proposition 8. The crucial burden of which is, in Deleuze's words, that 'Two substances with 

the same attribute would be only numericallY distinct - and the character of numencal distinction 
455 is such as to exclude the possibility of making of it a real or substantial distinction' .I still need 

448 EiP, p. 34. 
449 EiP, p. 28. 
450 Spinoza, the Ethics, ELP4. p87. 
451 Jonathan Bennett-A StudYl of Sjfinoza's Ethics (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press. 1984), p. 66. 
452 Spinoza, the Ethics, P5, p87- 
453 EiP, pp. 3 1-33. Subsequent ref., p. 31. 
454 Spinoza, the Ethics. pp-88-90. 
455 EiP. p. 3 1. 
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to show how this operates in the context of Spi substances inoza s proof that there cannot be mo 

with the same attribute. But while this step is only a means to an end for Spinoza, it is the rneans. 

more than the end, which is of importance to Deleuze. As I have said, Deleuze wants to be able 

to justify the claim that numerical distinction is insubstantial: it is not real distinction. In the 

commonsensical view, that which is multiple is, necessarily, several. But this is not %k hat 

Deleuze understands by the multiple. Instead, Deleuze dismisses numerical distinction from his 

account of the real nature of the multiplicity which, following, Bergson, is dubbed 'continuous'. tl Z7 

What have we learnt, thus far, about the nature of numencal distinction? Deleuze writes, 
'According to the Scholium, a distinction would not be numerical if the things distinguished did C) In 

456 
not have the same concept or definition' 

. In fact, the most that one could say is that the 

Scholium is not obviously inconsistent with Deleuze's assertion as to the nature of numerical 
distinction although Spinoza himself nowhere actually asserts that two things must share the same 

concept if they are to be distinguished, numerically. Having said that, all that Deleuze is asking 

us to accept is that the distinction between say, an apple and a pear (i. e. two things that do not 

share the same concept) is not a numerical distinction. It is the next step that brings us to the 

definino, characteristic of numerical distinction. Dcleuze, in his summary of Spinoza's arpiment, tý Z-1 

writes that, where two things are numerically distinct, there must be 'an external cause, beside tile 

definition, which determined that they exist in such a number'. There is clear warrant for this in 

the Scholium where we find Spinoza arguing that 'no definition involves or expresses any certain 

number of individuals, since it expresses nothing other than the thing defined ... 
if, in Nature, a 

certain number of individuals exist, there must be a cause why those individuals, and why, neither 

more nor fewer, exist'. 457 Included in this is what Bennett calls Spinoza's principle of 

I explanatory rationalism', namely that for every fact, there must be something that explains i t. 458 

If this explanation is not in the definition then it must be in some causal explanation, external to 

the definition. If Deleuze is entitled to rely, on Spinoza's behalf, on the further claim that 'a 

Substance cannot be referred to an external cause', then, indeed, it follows that 'two or more 

substances cannot be distinguished in numero ,. 459 
Z-) 

How does Spinoza justify the claim that a substance cannot have an extemal cause? In the 

Demonstration to P7 we find the claim that substance is 'the cause of itself'. I take the argument L-- 

456 EiP, pp. 3 1-32. Subsequent rel'.. p. 32. 
457 Spinoza, the Ethics, p. 89. 
458 

ý, za' Study of Spino,. s Ethics, p. 69. 
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for it to run as follows. Substance, by Definition 3, is to be understood as 'what is in itself and I,, 

conceived through itself, that is, that whose concept does not require the concept of another 
460 

thing' It is held, by Spinoza, to be evident from D3 that (P2): 'Two substance,, having 

different attributes have nothing in common with one another'; and then (P3) that: 'If things have 

nothing in common with one another, one of them cannot be the cause of the other. ' If we 

accept, from what we have already seen of P5, that there are no substances that share the same 

attribute (although we have, as yet, been given no clear demonstration of this claini), it follows 

that there are no substances that have anything in common with another and, therefore, 

Proposition 6 that: 'One substance cannot be produced by another substance'. Thus culminating 

in (P7): 'It pertains to the nature of substance to exist. ' Put more simply, if a substance is just 

that which does not owe its existence to anything else, but, due to the principle of explanatory 

rationalism, it must have a cause, then it must be the cause of itself. 

Howie rightly reminds us: 'The contentious and central claim is that substance does not have an 

external cause. 1461 If this claim fails, then so, it seems, does everything else. Bennett observes: A 

do not see any way of making better sense of "cause of itself' than by equating it with 

"necessarily existing"; but like most philosophers today I deny that anything is "cause of itself' in 

this sense. 462 Is Deleuze to be included among 'most philosophers today'? Howie thinks not. 

She writes: 

It does seem as though Deleuze is content to rest on the laurels of 
Spinoza's ... explanatory or causal rationalism where everything inust have an explanation 
or cause. Otherwise, it would be perfectly permissible to say that substance may be 

uncaused ... 
[and then, crucially for my thesis] we would ... 

be able to say that there could 
be many substances and that numerical distinction could pertain to substance. 463 

Delahunty too, lists objections which are fatal to any reliance by Spinoza, or Deleuze, on the 

claim that substance is the cause of itself and, necessarily, exists. For example, even if P6 has 

shown that one substance cannot be produced by another substance, 'it has not shown that a 

stibstance cannot be produced by another thing ... a distinct but non-substantial thing"' And, 

perhaps most tellingly, 'Even if substance is neither caused by another nor uncaused, it does not 

follow that it is self-caused; for it might not exist at all. ' In effect, this boils down to arguing that, 
tl: o t: ) t: ) 

459 EiP, p. 32. 
460 Spinoza. the Ethics, p. 95. Subsequent refs.: pp. 97-89. 
461 D&S: Aura of EyresSioll. p. 16. 
462, 

ýl Studi, o -s. p. 73 
.f 
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'To say of X that it is self-caused ... might mean only that if X exists it is the cause of its own 

existence'. And we have no good reason to believe that X (in this case substance) does exist. 

Delahunty concludes, that 'Spinoza's proof of substantival monism seems to fail, not because 

there are too many substances... but because he does not succeed in showing that there is e\cn 
, 464 465 one . 

Howie tars Deleuze with the same brush 
. 

If Deleuze really is an unreconstructed 

SpInozist, then Howie is right to conclude that unanswered objections ansing from over three 

466 centuries of scholarly analysis of the Ethics, 'stop Deleuze's argument In its tracks' . 
But I WI II 

show that this is too precipitate a judgement. 

To get my argument under way, let me first note how Hardt finds a readinc, of Spinoza's 

definition of 'substance' that is both much more plausibly Deleuzian than Howie's, and which 

promises to release Deleuze from Howie's damning conclusion. In the Introduction to this 

chapter I used Deleuze's condemnation of the Cartesian 'Image of thought' (the real distinction 

between mind and body) as a hook to link Chapter Three of Difference and Repetition to 
Deleuze's reading of Spinoza, even though Spinoza is not mentioned in that chapter. Descartes is 

not (as far as I am aware) mentioned in the Ethics but there can be no doubt that the doctrine of 

the single substance is Spinoza's rebuttal of Descartes' theory of the 'real distinction'. It is a 

short step from here to a theory of difference. As Hardt puts it: 

Descartes's real distinction is relational (there is a distinction between x and y); or more 
explicitly, it proposes a concept of difference that is entirely founded on negation (-v is 
different from y) ... 

Spinoza wants to identify the real distinction in itself (there is a 467 distinction in x; or rather, x is different) . 

In other words, Spinoza's real distinction accords with what I have earlier described as Deleuze's 

notion of 'Internal difference'. When viewed in this light, Spinoza's definition of 'substance' 

Cwhat is in itself and is conceived through itself, that is, that whose concept does not require the 

concept of another thing') takes on a new, distinctively Deleuzian, hue. 4n 

463 D&S: Aura of Eyression. p. 17. 
464 Spinoza, p. 115. 
465 D&S: Aura of EvIvession, p. 46. Subsequent ref., p. 47. 
466 D&S. -Aura of Erpression. p-21 - 467 Gilles in Philosophy, p. 61. 
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Real distinction isformal distinction. 

The next big move in the Ethics is the one that takes us to Proposition 14: the proof of the single 

substance. Deleuze tells us: 'When Spinoza is asked how he comes to the idea of a single 

substance for all attributes, he points out that he has put forward two arguments'. The first of 
these arguments, Deleuze tells us, takes its cue from the claim that 'the more reality a being has, 

the more attributes must be ascribed to it., 468 In an endnote, Deleuze, quite rightly comments that 
he is citing 'almost verbatim' Proposition 9, 'The more reality or being each thing has, the more 

attributes belong to it. '469 The second of the two arguments is that, in Deleuze's summary, 'the 

more attributes we ascribe to a being, the more we must accord it existence' . 
470 Deleuze, in an 

endnote, cites the Scholium to Proposition 11, where what Deleuze clearly has in mind is* 

For since being able to exist is power, it follows that the more reality belongs to the 
nature of a thing, the more powers it has, of itself, to exist. Therefore, an absolutely 
infinite Being, or God, has, of himself, an absolutely infinite power of existing. For that 
reason, he exists absolutely. 471 

This is, of course, a version of the familiar ontological argument for God's existence. But, 

although these two arguments do indeed give the necessary final resources, we still need to bring 

the material together in P14: Except God, no substance can be or be conceived. In the 

Demonstration to P14, Spinoza reminds us of the definition of God, D6: 'By God I understand a 
being absolutely infinite, that is, a substance consisting of an infinity of attributes, of which each 

one expresses an eternal and infinite essence'. The next step, as Bennett points out, is to 'Conjoin 

[the foregoing definition of God] with the "no shared attribute" thesis, and you reach the 

conclusion that God is the only substance. 5472 In Spinoza's own words: 'If there were any 

substance except God, it would have to be explained through some attribute of God, and so two 
473 

substances of the same attribute would exist ... which ... is absurd. In effect, if God possesses 

infinite attributes, and it is impossible for any attribute to be shared, then there can be no other 

substance which possesses attributes. 

468 EiP, p. 35. 
469 Spinwa, the Ethics, p. 90. 
470 EiP, p. 35. 
471 Spinoza, the Ethics, p-92. Subsequent ref., p. 85. 
472 
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Although Deleuze would not demur from the argument for the single substance compn. "ing an 

infinity of attributes, the novelty of his reading re-emerges when he goes on to remark that the 
foregoing argument would not suffice: 

Were it not supported by the analysis of real distinction. Only that anal ysis-s-hows It to 
be possible to ascribe all attributes to one being, and so to pass from the infinity of cach 474 attribute to the absoluteness of a being that possesses them all . 

We have a position, then, where God possesses all the attributes; each one of these attributes is, 

somehow different, but each one of them 'expresses' the essence of the single substance. 
Deleuze asks: 'How can different expressions refer to one and the same thing'? How can different zn * 

names have the same referent? 9475 Although Deleuze gives an initial reply cast in terms of 'a 

Iona tradition, from the Stoics down through the Middle Ages', we know it as Frege's distinction C, t: 1 -- 

between sense and reference: 'Each attribute is a distinct name or expression; what it expresses is 

so to speak its sense ... it is nonetheless related to substance as to the object designated by all the 

attributes'. 476 Hence, the attributes each express a different 'sense' but one which picks out the 

same 'referent': the single substance. But Deleuze goes on, this does not 'Resolve the essential 

problem - that of the difference between those names ... their respective senses seem to introduce 

into the unity of what is designated a necessarily actual multiplicity'. Howie summanses this as: 

'The basic problem is that if an attribute is identified as constituting the essence of substance and 

if there is more than one attribute then substance must have a plurality of essences or there must 

be plural substances. ' 477 One might say that it is the relationship between substance and the 

attributes that has been the central problem exercising Spinozan scholarship. If that is the case, 

then Howie sets a very stem test: 'I believe that Deleuze was well aware that if he were unable to 

clarify the relationship between attribute and substance then his whole project would fail'. She 

does not explain why. It is certainly the case that the solution that Deleuze proposes to this 

problem is central to his account of real distinction; and, as we shall see, Deleuze does seem to 

place a worrying emphasis on the apparently fragile thesis that real distinction is formal 

distinction. 

In an earlier chapter of the thesis I defined the relation between univocity, equivocity and 

analogy. In the introduction to the current chapter I noted how Deleuze identifies Duns Scotus 

474 EiP, p. 35. 
475 EiP. p. 62. 
476 EiP. p. 62. Subsequent ref., pp. 62-63. 
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with the doctrine of univocity. Cross advises that 'Scotus's arauments are express]\ directed 

against the theory of Henry of Ghent [but] ... The best known defender of a non-univocity theory 

is Aquinas. Aquinas argues that any given term, when applied to God and creatures, must have at 
best analogous senses' . 

478 In the earlier chapter of the thesis I disputed the accuracy of Deleuze's- 

attribution to Aristotle of the concept of 'analogy' in this context. The attribution of 

now threatens, again, to become somewhat tangled. Cross advises that 'In line with hill 

opponents, Scotus refers to the equivocation theory he is rejecting as -analogy-. But what Scotus 

is rejecting is not that some theological discourse will use analogy, Just that no theological claim,., t, J L- 
are univocal ... this latter claim is taken by Scotus as entailing the equivocation theory'. For Duns 

Scotus, the doctrine of univocity must be preserved if theology is to be possible, because 'on the 

equivocation theory, we cannot use creaturely perfections to make inferences about the divine 

nature, since the creaturely perfection is "wholly different" from the ... divine perfection' . 
479 For 

Duns Scotus, 'we can give an account of analogy only if we accept that some concepts we apply 

to God and creatures are univocal. These univocal concepts correspond to attributes common ill 

some sense to God and creatures'. 

Deleuze is careful to point out that the 'attributes' actually under scrutiny here, are not the same 
for Duns Scotus and for Spinoza. Deleuze asks: 'What in fact did Duns Scotus call an 

.4 attribute"T And in the spirit of Spinoza, condemns the answers - 'Justice, goodness, wisdom 

and so on' - as mere properties, 'propria'. 480 This is what Deleuze means by the warning: 'To 

picture Spinoza as a Scotist ... 
is to risk certain distortions'. Be that as it may, the assumption of 

univocity brings in its train a resurgence of the problem of how the infinite can contain 

distinctions whilst remaining a unity. Deleuze writes: 'This is the problem to which Scotus 

applies one of his most original concepts, which complements that of univocity: the idea of 47, 

formal distinction. ' 481 

What is formal distinction? Cross advises that we first have to recognize the difference between 

Scotus' conception of infinity and that of Aquinas: 'According to Aquinas, finiteness and infinity 

are relational properties. A thing is finite if it has a relation to a hm *t *ng entity'. 482 
t: ) 11111 But Scotus 

477 D&S. -, Aura of Eyression, p. 23. Subsequent ref., p. 24. 
478 Dims Scoms, pp. 34-35. Suhscqucrit ref., p. 35. 
479 Dims Scoms, p. 36. Subsequent ref., pp. 37-38. 
480 EiP. p. 66. And subscquent ref. 
481 EIT, pp. 63-64. 
482 Dims Scoms. p. 39. 
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has a positive conception of infinity: 'If an entity is finite or infinite, it is so not by reason of 

something incidental to It, but because it has its own intrinsic degree of finite or infinite 

perfection respectively. 1483 This is what Deleuze has in mind because he notes that 'It ý\ a,, 

without doubt Scotus who pursued farther than any other the enterprise of a positive theolog * 484 

Scotus invites us to consider what it would mean for, say 'goodness'. to exist infinitely. Cross 

writes: 'The basis model is quantitative: we abstract the concept of infinity from that of spatial 

extension, and then apply it to our concept of being (or good, or true). ' 485 We would have to 

imagine that there was no more goodness, as it were, that you could add to the infinite goodness Z__ 
that could make it greater. But this quantitative approach to thinking about it is potentially 

misleading because infinite goodness is not the sum of component parts of goodness. If we think 

that an angel has 'more goodness' than a human it is not because the angel has, as it were, more 

of the component 'bits' of goodness than the human being does. Cross writes: 'Scotus is asking 

us to make just this cognitive move, from quantity to qualitative perfection'. Infinite goodness is, 

on this view, an intrinsic, non-quantitative feature: 'a real property of a thing, not just a relational 
486 

property (or, in the case of infinity, the negation of such a relational property) . 

To understand Deleuze's Scotian reading of the Ethics, we also seem to need to recognize what 

Macherey describes as: 

A concept that simply does not appear in [the Ethics], being explicitly taken from Duns 
Scotus: that of quiddity or form, which allows one to interpret attributes as infinite or 
pure qualities, whose indivisible diversity that cannot be decomposed into parts expresses 
what is absolutely infinite in the essence of substance, its nature its power. 487 

Hence, we can find Deleuze alluding to 'the apprehension of distinct quiddities that nevertheless 

belong to the same subject. 488 Macherey is, however, quite prepared to accept 'that presenting 

attributes in terms of qualities or quiddities, which must in no sense be understood as properties, 

does accord with Spinoza's own formulation'. As we shall see, Macherey's more fundamental 

objection only arises later. 

483 Duns Scotus, Ordinatio 1.2.1.1-2, n. 142. as cited by Cross. Duns Scotus, p. 43. 
484 EiP, p. 63. 
485 Duns Scotus. p. 40. Subsequent ref., p. 4 1. 
486 Duns Scotus, p. 42 * 487 . The Encounter with Spinoza', p. 150. And subsequent ref. 
488 EiP, p. 04. 
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For Duns Scotus, 'God's attributes are essential to him: he is inseparable from any of them, and 
they are inseparable from each other. But his attributes are nevertheless different attributes'. 489 

The argument for formal distinction starts from an assumption of univocIt"'I: that goodness and 

wisdom, for example, are said of God, in the same sense as they are said of Man. Howie 

summanses the basic argument as follows: 'Because these terms mean different thin when sI gs 

applied to creatures, they must be different from one another and if they were not distinct in God 

they would not be distinct in creatures either. We can therefore conclude that God's attributes are 
formally distinct' . 

490 This is clearly the unspoken background to Deleuze's rhetorical question: 
'What, though, if divine names have the same sense as applied to God and as implied in 

creatures ... so that their distinction can no longer be grounded in created things, but must be 

grounded in this God they all designate? 9491 

Deleuze thinks that he is entitled to solve the problem of the relation between the Spinozan 

substance and its infinite attributes in the manner of Duns Scotus: 

Two attributes taken to infinity will still be formally distinct, while being ontologically 
identical. As Gilson puts it, "Because it is a modality of being (and not an attribute), b infinity can be common to quidditatively irreducible formal reasons, conferring on them Z71 

an identity of being, without cancell I, 
492 ing their distinction of form. 
. 

There are clearly problems with this as an exercise in the history of philosophy. Although 

accepting that it might be fruitful to read Spinoza and Duns Scotus together, Macherey questions 

the way in which Deleuze moves from 'considering these qualities or forms [the quiddities] to 

quality as such, conceived as constituting a distinct order of reality corresponding to natura 

naturans. ' 493 Hence, two orders of reality emerge from Deleuze's reading of Spinoza: 'On the 

level of substance, of the absolutely infinite, one finds only quality, and that only on the level of 

determinate affections of substance does one begin to find quantity'. Macherey argues that in fact 

Spinoza never considers any distinction that is purely qualitative because free from any 

quantitative determination, with quantity understood simply in terms of numerical 

distinction 
... 

for Spinoza there aren't two different orders of thin-as, but only the single order of t7l t: ) 

489 Ditits Scoms, p. 43. 
490 D&S: theAura of EvIvession, p. 25. 
491 EiP. p. 63. 
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nature itself . 
494 However fair this may be to Spinoza, Macherey is wrono, to side aoainst Deleuze 

on the grounds that 'A Hegelian would complain [that the distinction between quality and 

quantity serves to frame] categories of a logic of being that [have not] even been fully developed. 

[have not] reached the integration of quality and quantity in measure'. Wrong,, becau"e as I 

showed in chapter 5 of the thesis, Deleuze's reading of Bergson ultimately seeks to collapse any 

crude distinction between quality and quantity. 

Let us say that despite his own apparent claims to the contrary, in Expressionisni in Philosoph. v. 
Deleuze is 'doing philosophy', not the history of philosophy. Deleuze sets up a sharp contrast 
between the nature of difference as it applies to the attributes and to the modes. For the former: 

The distinction of attributes is nothing but the qualitative composition of an ontolo, (),,, Ically 
single substance; substance is distinguished into an infinity of attributes, which are as, it 
were its actual forms or component qualities. Before all production there is thus a 
distinction, but this distinction is also the composition of substance itse If. 495 

I have shown that, for Deleuze, Spinozan 'substance' is identified with 'internal difference, the 

difference of nature, the virtual Bergsoman 'past' and the continuous multiplicity. For the mode,,, 
however, Deleuze establishes a difference of quite another stamp: 

The production of modes ... take[s] place through differentiation. But differentiation is in 
this case purely quantitative'. 

It is inevitable that we should, again, be reminded of external difference, the difference of degree, 

the actualised Bergsoman present and the discrete multiplicity. In summary, Hardt writes: 'there 

is a positive correspondence between Bergson's difference of nature and Spinoza's real 

distinction'. 496 

The question arises, is Deleuze's reading of Spmozajust more of the same? Not according to Z: > In 

Hardt: 'With Spinoza's theory of the attributes, Deleuze will extend his argument beyond 
497 Bergson to show that the real distinction is also a formal distinction' . But why is it an 

extension? Before answering that question, let me posit another objection. I have assumed that tn 

Deleuze's mature system is set out in Difference and Repetition. In response to Chapter Three of 

494 , The Encountcr with Spinoza'. p. 151. And subsequent ret'. 
491, EiP, p. 183. Subsequent ref.. p. 183. 
496 Gilles in Philosophy, p. 62. 
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Difference and Repetition (in which Spinoza is barely mentioned) I ha%, e spun a reading of 
Deleuze's Expressionism in Philosophy. My posited objection is, therefore, that Spinoza's 

concept of formal distinction is not even germane, let alone important, to Deleuze's mature 

s stem. This, however, I can refute. In the closing pages of Difference and Repetition. we find y t) 
Deleuze plainly alluding to the argument that I have rehearsed above: 

That the attributes ... while they are formally distinct 
... all remain equal and ontologically 

one, and introduce no division into the substance ... in other words, the real distinction 
between attributes is a formal, not a numerical distinction 

... the numerical distinction 
between "beings" is a modal, not a real distinction' (303-304). 

Indeed, it is this passage that particularly attracts Badiou's attention: 

It is obvious that we have to recognize that beings are not the same and that they 
therefore do not have the same sense. We have to admit an equivocity of that of which 
Being is said: its immanent modalities, that is, beings. But this is not what is 
fundamental for the philosopher [Deleuze]. What is fundamental is that Being is the 
same for all, that it is univocal and that it is thus said of all beings in a sinole and the 
same sense, such that the multiplicity of senses, the equivocal status of beings, has no real 
statu S. 498 

Badiou, in effect therefore, concludes that what we are to understand is that, for Deleuze, the 

modes are not real. But this is a travesty of Deleuze's meaning. For Deleuze, what is 'not real' is tl 

numerical distinction. Far from claiming that the modes are not real, Deleuze, as we shall see, 

wants to make substance dependent on the modes: 'to make substance turn around the modes' 

(304). 

But this only makes the question I posed above more urgent: 'What does the argument derived 

from Spinoza and Duns Scotus add to the argument derived from Bergson? On the face of it, 

Deleuze has no right to rely on the arguments provided by Duns Scotus. There is no reason why 4: ) 
we should simply accept the notion that 'form', as a kind of infinite quality, can exist separately 

from matter. Furthermore, as Howie objects: 'The medieval theologian devised this type of Z: I 

arournent within a different environment where there was no need to prove the uniqueness or 

indivisibility of God as these propositions were all known to be true through biblical r-I 

497 Gilles Delt, ii, -. i,. -, Aii, -Ippi-eiiticeship in Philosophy, p. 63. 
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revelation. 499 We no longer inhabit that world. Do we, then, have no optIon but to accept 
Howie's thesis that it is an elaborate philosophical scam? She writes: 

Deleuze tends to reference names as though demarcating systems or expressing tl C: ' arguments. This creates the affect (sic) of a scholarly work, well researched, brimmill" 
with interesting ideas and new angles. However as soon as the reader scratches the 
surface, the richly woven tapestry simply begins to disintegrate. 

Howie allows 'That the account of fonnal distinction 
... 

fits well into [Deleitl-e'sl own project' but, 

for her, it crucially 'fails to deliver a proper solution to the ontological problem of the existence 

of God' . 
500 This is exactly right. What it misses, however, is that Deleuze takes on1v the logic 

from Spinoza. 

In Spinoza: Practical Philosophy, Deleuze evidences impatience with those who cannot think 

past the single substance: 'Generally one begins with the first principle of a philosopher. But 

what counts is also the third, the fourth or the fifth principle'. 501 As Ansell Pearson puts it, 
Deleuze seems to want to say that 'The question of the "one" substance is, if properly thought Cý 

through, inadequate for comprehending what is in play in Spinoza'. 502 In Diffierence and 
Repetilion Deleuze clearly seeks to break with Spinoza, when he writes: 'Spinoza's substance 

appears independent of the modes, while the modes are dependent on the substance, but as though 

on something other than themselves' (40). In the foregoing I have argued, like Hardt, for a 

continuity between Deleuze's readings of Berason and Spinoza but, as Ansell Pearson points out, 

Deleuze 'never contends with those moments in Bergson's texts when an ontological affinity with tD 
503 Spinoza is explicitly repudiated' . Deleuze knows that there is no such thing as a substance 

(either one or many) that exists independently of the modes: 'Substance must itself be said of the 

modes and only of the modes' (40). 

What we have, then, is a Spinozan/Scotian logic. Deleuze asks: 'What is the character of t) 
distinction within infinity? ý 504 And answers: 'It is formal distinction that provides an absolutely 

coherent concept of the unity of substance and the plurality of attributes, and gives real 

distinction a new logic. ' Deleuze's overall pr ject is to match this logic to a Bergsonian 01 1-ý 

499 D&S: Aura of Expression, p. 26. Subsequent ref., p. 25. 
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ontology. This view is endorsed by Ansell Pearson, who writes: 'Bergson transforms duration 
505 into the only conceivable notion of substance' . In Bergson's own words: 

There are changes, but there are underneath the change no things which change: change 
has no need of a support. There are movements, but there is no inert or invariable object 
which moves: movement does not imply a mobile. 506 

This is what Deleuze calls 'pure difference': 

In short, duration is what differs, and what differs is no longer what differs from 
something else, but what differs from itself. What differs has become itself a thing, a 
substance. Bergson's thesis could be expressed in this way: real time is alteration, and 
alteration is substance. 507 

What both Hardt and Ansel] Pearson lack is an answer to the further question, how does Delelize 

assure the match between the logic and the ontology? I argue that Deleuze here relies on his t-ý t: ) 

creative reading of Kant (see chapter 8 of the thesis). 

Univocity, immanence and expression. 

What philosophical work does the Spinozan logic actually do? Deleuze's reply would seem to 

be: 'What is involved is no longer the affirmation of a single substance, but rather the laying out t: ) 47ý 

of a common plane of immanence on which all bodies, all minds and all individuals are 

situated'. 508 In my introduction to the chapter I referred to the pnmacy given to 'immanence I in 

Deleuze's last essay. If this is as significant as I claim, one might expect to find some earlier 

evidence of it in Deleuze's more extended writings on Spinoza. In Expressionism in Philosophy: 

Spinoza, we find: 

The significance of Spinozism seems to me this: it asserts immanence as a principle and tl> 

frees expression from any subordination to emanative or exemplary causality. 
Expression itself no longer emanates, no longer resembles anything. And such a result 
can be obtained only within a perspective of uni VoCity. 509 

505 Germinal Life, p. 36. 
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Hence, 'immanence' entails the rejection of 'emanative' and 'exemplar%' causallt%". B'ý 
'exemplary' Deleuze means the creation, by God, of something that did not exist before. Where, 
before the exemplary cause, there was one kind of 'being' (i. e. God), after it there are two kinds 

of 'being': two substances, rather than one. 'Emanative' causality is more interesting because it 
takes us closer to the concept of immanent expression. Deleuze recognizes this. in comparing 
emanative and immanent causes, he writes, 'Their common characteristic is that neither leaves 
itself, they produce while remaining in themselves'. 'Unlike exemplary causation, emanation, 
does not result in a 'stuff distinct from the stuff out of which its creator is made. But, having 

said that, 'What is created is distinct from the creator. Moreover, the creator remains privileged t-I 

in regard to its creation'. 510 As Deleuze himself puts it: 'While an emanative cause remains in 
itself, the effect it produces is not in it, and does not remain in it-the emanative cause produces 
through what it gives, but is beyond what it gives'. 511 The position Deleuze aims at, therefore, is 
to claim that for the immanent, or truly 'expressive', cause: 'The effect remains in its cause no 
less than the cause remains in itself. 

To insist on a philosophy of immanence would normally mean to insist on a reality that is God- 

less and which places no reliance on a transcendent realm such as that of the Platonic Forms; 

Deleuze's world-view indeed lacks both of these things. But what does Deleuze mean by a pure 
irnmanence? He is, in fact, taking another, more radical step. A step that explains the following 

otherwise opaque passage of the last essay: 

Were it not for consciousness, the transcendental field would be defined as a pure plane 
of immanence, because it eludes all transcendence of the subject and of the object. 
Absolute immanence is in itself: it is not in something, to something; it does not depend 
on an object and does not belong to a subject. In Spinoza, immanence is not immanence 
to substance; rather substance and modes are in immanence. 512 

What we are to understand by this is more fully explained in What is Philosophy?: 

Beginning with Descartes, and then Kant ... the cogito makes it possible to treat the plane 
of immanence as a field of consciousness. Immanence is supposed to be immanent to a 
pure consciousness, to a thinking subject. Kant will call this subject transcendental rather 
than transcendent, precisely because it is the subject of the field of immanence of all 
possible experience ... 

He [Kant] may even allow himself the luxury of denouncing 
transcendent Ideas ... But ... 

Kant discovers the modern way of saving transcendence: this 

510 May, Gilles Deleitze. - An Introduction, p. 3'). 
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is no longer the transcendence of a Something, or of a One higher than e% erything ... 
but 

that of a Subject. 513 

By pure immanence, Deleuze means to exclude the subject. Why? 

In my introduction to the chapter I referred to how Deleuze reasons that the cogito is flawed by 

presuppositions: 'what everyone knows. In Deleuze's analysis, Kant recognises the Cartesian C) 
false step: 'Kant... "criticizes" Descartes for having said, "I am a thinking substance, " because C) 
nothing warrants such a claim of the "I" '. Kant proposes, therefore, another starting point for tý 
philosophy and, in so doing, invented the notion of the 'transcendental deduction'. For Deleuze 

this is a 'promise' for philosophy because, as we shall see, the starting point of Deleuze',, own zn 

philosophy also hinges on a transcendental deduction, but for Deleuze, Kant is also another 'false 

start'. In Deleuze's reading, Kant fails to notice an unwarranted presupposition concerning the 

range of the transcendental. This is the unspoken background to the question with . vhich the last 

essay begins: 'What is a transcendental fieldT Deleuze is, in effect, asking the question that lie 

thinks that Kant should have asked but failed to ask. Deleuze's ambition, as Ansell Pearson 

summarises it, is that of 'Emancipating the transcendental field from the perceived stran-dehold it 

undergoes at the hands of subjectivity and consciousness'. 514 Kant presupposes the 'synthetic 

unity of apperception' but has, Deleuze claims, no more right to it, than Descartes did to 

presuppose "I". Evidence of the attempt to exorcise Kant's influence comes, in the last essay, in 

the endnote reference: 'Sartre establishes a transcendental field without subject which refers to an 

impersonal, absolute, immanent consciousness'. 515 My point being that Deleuze is accepting 
.. 516 Sartre's critique of the Kantian presupposition . Even if one granted that all of the foregoing 00 

were true, where does it leave us? Dropped, it seems, into some kind of 'primeval soup' that 

Deleuze mysteriously entitles 'the plane of immanence'. What are we to understand by it? 

Deleuze is trying to establish a new 'Image of thought': what it is 'to think'. Where does Spinoza 

come into it? Macherey assists my general association of this element of Deleuze's project with 

Spinoza, by noting the almost simultaneous publication of Deleuze's Expressionisin in 

Philosol)hy, volume one of Martial Gu6roult's 'monumental study of Spinoza' and Alexandre 

513 What Is Philosoph 
, 
v?, p. 46. Subsequent ref., p. 3 1. 

514 Germinal Life, p. 87. 
515 , Immanence: A Life', p. 33. 
516 ItliltIt Is p1lilosopli. v?, p. 47 (and endnote no. 10, p. 22 1. ) 
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Matheron's, Individu et Communautý chez Spinoza. 517 The point of contact beinto. that 'BY 

[each] insisting on Spinoza's Anticartesianism, they tended to make him into a radical critic of 

the illusions of subjectivity and consciousness in which the contrastin. o Postcartesianism of 
French-style phenomenology had been steeped'. What is it that Deleuze proposes to put in Its 

place? I suggest that it Is the processes that occur on what Deleuze calls the 'plane of 

immanence'. What is more, the impersonal Life, the joyful Life, that is promised in the last 

essay, is to be found upon this plane: 'What is involved is no longer the affirmation of a single 

substance, but rather the laying out of a common plane of immanence on which all bodies, all 

minds, and all individuals are situated ... 
Thus, to be in the middle of Spinoza is to be on this 

modal plane, or rather to install oneself on this plane - which implies a mode of fiving, a N", av of 
life'. 518 

The model for Deleuze's new image of thought is not the mind, as conceived by Descartes, but 

the body, as conceived by Spinoza. What does Spinoza mean by 'a body'?: 

[Firstly] a body 
... is composed of an infinite number of particles; it is relations of motion 

and rest, of speeds and slowness between particles, that define a body, the individuality 
of a body. Secondly, a body affects other bodies, or is affected by other bodies-, it is this 
capacity for affecting and being affected that also defines a body in its individuality'. 

Deleuze writes: 'We do not even know of what a body is capable, says Spinoza' . 
51 9 Deleuze is, 

here, paraphrasing Spinoza: 'No one has yet determined what the body can do, that is, experience 

has not yet taught anyone what the body can do from the laws of Nature alone 9.520 The point is 

not a materialist one, it is not a denial of the mental life but rather a parallelism. The mind is the 

idea of the body. The implication being that if we do not even know what a body can do, then we 

do not know what a mind is capable of. This leads to Deleuze endorsing a Spinozan reply to 

Socrates question, 'How should one liveT Armstrong puts it very well: 

Because this plane is given only in the continual variations of the powers and relations 
that compose it, it is constantly being constructed and reconstructed. Deleuze tells us that 
to live in a Spinozist manner one must install oneself on this plane and activel - N' construct 
it 

... To construct a plane of immanence is to participate in the process of composition 
which defines the plane by experimentally combining powers, by entering into different 

517 'The Encounter mJth Spinoza', p. 139. Subsequent ref., p. 140. 
518 Deleu/. c. Spinoza: Practical Philosophy, p. 122. Subsequent ref., p. 123. 
519 EiP, p. 226. 
520 Th e Eth ics. p. 15 -5 
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relations; only in this way are the powers and capacities of an, N, particular bodN 521 discovered 
. 

Howie claims that Deleuze sponsors 'A belief in the break up of the principle of 
individuation'. 522 1 argue that Deleuze fully respects the pnnciple of individuation but the 

question, for Deleuze, becomes: what is the real nature of individuation" In A Thousand Plateaus, 
Deleuze and Guattari, claim: 'There is a mode of individuation very different from that of a 

523 person, subject, thing or substance. We reserve the name haecceity for it' . The antique 
terminology is borrowed from Duns Scotus but the idea is that reality is radically differentiated 
'all the way down'. It is not, therefore, people, creatures or things, when they are born or made, 
that bring individuation into existence, individuation was already there. All differences, 
including the differences between people, have their source in a kind of originary realm of 
difference. An individual person's body is, by this account, 'an infinite multiplicity'. An 
I infinite multiplicity' of what? Deleuze looks to Spinoza for the answer: 

A body is defined only by a longitude and latitude: in other words the sum total of the 
material elements belonging to it under given relations of movement and rest, speed and 
slowness (longitude); the sum total of the intensive affects it is capable of at a given C, 
power ... (latitude) ... Nothing but affects and local movements, differential speeds. The 
credit goes to Spinoza for calling attention to these two dimensions of the Body'. 

In chapter 8 of the thesis I will show how this promise of a differential ontology, an ontology of 
6 powers', is realized, albeit in a Kantian context. 

Interim conclusion. 

For Deleuze, univocity asserts the parity of Being, not an underlying sameness of all that exists: 4: 1 

'Pure immanence requires as a principle the equality of Being'. 524 One still might object that to 

say that everything that exists is equal is vacuous, unless there is some property that everything I 
that exists shares. But for Deleuze, I suggest that the parity is only defined in terrns of the claim 

that everything that exists is connected. Connected by what? Deleuze's answer is, connected by 

their differences, not by an overarching or underpinning unity. I shall return to this in the 

521 Aurelia Arnistrono, 'Some Reflections on Deleuze's Spinoza: Composition and Agency'. in Deleu. ze 
and Philosoj)hy: the Difference Engineer ed. Keith Ansel] Pearson (London: Routledge, 1997), pp. 44-57 
(p. 48). 
522 D&S:, -Ura of Evj)ression, p-2. 
523 

. ýI Thousand Plateaus. p. 261. Subsequent refs.: p. 254. 
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concluding chapter of the thesis. But, for the moment, we can see that the problem of life. of 
ethics, becomes a matter of whether 'connections' are close or remote. For Deleuze. the threat of 
transcendence is that it entails that there are some connections that can never be made. TIIPý he 
denies and in Spinoza he finds a kindred spirit. 

In its origins, the univocity of Being is a doctrine that insists that when ýý, e speak of the existence 
of the infinite (God), we mean the same as when we speak of the existence of finite (human). But 
I suggest that Deleuze goes beyond that in claiming that univocal Being gets a voice. In other 
words, Being speaks. This is why Deleuze wants to interpret Spinoza in terms of a concept of 
6expression'. Of course, Being does not speak in words. But there is, for Deleuze, an expresslVe- 
ness which is pre-linguistic. It is internal to things, but is available to us (we can 'hear' it) if we 
are alive to it. Making us alive to it, is what the philosophy of difference alms to achieve. If 
Being speaks but not in words, then how does it speak? Over the course of the remainder of the 

thesis I will analyse how, for Deleuze, being speaks to us via what one might loosely call ZD 

unsettling feelings: what Deleuze calls 'intensitities'. It is this, in the end, that might allow us to C) 

narrow the gap the Macherey opened up, at the outset of this chapter, between the apparently 

wildly different realms of the 'expressionism' of modern cinema and painting - and Spinoza. If C) 

Being speaks, then what does it say? It says 'difference'. Hence Colebrook in trying to define 

Deleuze's concept of expression, writes: 'Expression is tied to a commitment to the creation of 

concepts 9525 not the dull acceptance of existing categones based on tired identities. She goes on: 
'Expression is the power of life to unfold itself differently, and one would create a concept in 

trying to grasp these different unfoldings ... The concept of expression refers to intensity, for it 

allows us to think a type of relation but not any concluded set of relations'. 

524 EiP, p. 17 3. 
525 . Expi-cssion'. in The Deleuze Dictionary, pp-93-94 (p. 93). Subsequent reference, p. 93. 
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Chapter 8. An ontology of Ideas: Kant. 

Introduction to the chapter. 

This, the final substantive chapter of the thesis, spans Chapters Four and Five of Difference and 
Repetition: the final substantive chapters of the book, Chapter Five of Difference and Repetitioll 

confirms the trajectory of the argument of the book as a whole: the grand structure of Difj'erencc 

and Repetition is a transcendental deduction. Hence, I find cause to agree with Smith who asserts 
that: 'Difference and Repetition can be read as Deleuze's Critique of Pure Reason'. 526 How? To 

answer, and to establish the relevance of this to my theme of multiplicity, I need first briefly to 

introduce the architechtonic of the first Critique. In so doing, I shall respect the broad structure 

that Deleuze advises in his monograph on Kant: 

1. Intuition (particular representation which relates immediately to an object of 
experience, and which has its source in sensibility); 
2. Concept (a representation which relates mediately to an object of experience, through 
the intermediary of other representations; and which has its source in understanding). 
3. Idea (a concept which itself goes beyond the possibility of experience and which has 
its source in reason ). 527 

Intuitions. 

In the first Critique, the Transcendental Aesthetic is devoted to the role of intuitions. Kant makes 

a distinction between a posteriori 'empirical intuition' and a priori 'pure intuition'. The former 

is what we would perhaps most naturally associate with sensibility: 'The effect of an object upon 

the faculty of representation, so far as we are affected by it, is sensation. That intuition which is 

in relation to the object through sensation, is entitled empirical. 528 Jill Vance Buroker advises 

that, 'By contrast, pure intuition is supplied a priori through the sensibility, and is not contingent 

on the actual objects being sensed. '529 These pure intuitions are Space and Time. Hence, in the 

Transcendental Aesthetic we find Kant asserting: *space is not a form inhering in things in 

themselves as their intrinsic property ... objects in themselves are quite unknown to us, and that 

526 , Delewc, Kant, and the Theory of Immanent Ideas', p-45- 
527 Gilles Deleuzc, Kalit's Critical Philosophy,: The Doctrine of Faculties, trans. by Hugh Tomlinson and 
Barbara Habberjam (Athlone Prcss: London, 1884), p. 8. 
528 Inunanuel Kant's Critique of Pure Reason, ed. and trans. by Norman Kemp Smith, (London: 
Macmillan, 1983) B34/A20. (Hencet'Orth, CPR. ) 
529 Jill Vance Buroker. Kant's Critique of Pure ReasowAn Introduction (Cambrid-ge: Cambridge 
University Press. 2006), p. 40. 
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what we call outer objects are nothing but mere representations of our sensibilm. the form of 
which is space'. 530 And later: 'Time is nothing but the form of inner sense, that is, of the 

intuition of ourselves and of our inner state. 531 If Difference and RepetitiOn is to be understood 
as Deleuze's Critique of'Pure Reason we would expect to see in it some analogous treatment of 4-- 

Space and Time; and this is exactly what we do see. 

In the Transcendental Aesthetic of the first Critique, Kant distinguishes his theory from both the 
'absolute theory' of space and time propounded by Isaac Newton and the 'relational theor, \, 
championed by Leibniz. For Kant, space and time, as pure forms of human sensibilitv, are 
6contributed by the subject' and it is this that accounts for the necessity of the sciences of 

mathematics and physics. 532 Kant's arguments are carried out, first for the concept of Space, and 
then for the concept of Time, in the form of a Metaphysical Exposition followed by a 
Transcendental Exposition. 533 The details of the arguments do not concern me but, for example, 
in the second argument of the Exposition for space, Kant claims that 'We can never represent to 

ourselves the absence of space, though we can quite well think it as empty of objects. It must 
therefore be regarded as the condition of the possibility of appearances'. 534 A parallel argument z:: ) 

is later applied to time. In his own monograph on Kant, Deleuze cites the later summary: 'Since 

only [by] means of such pure forms of sensibility can an object appear to us, and so be an object 

of empirical intuition, space and time are pure intuitions which contain a priori the condition of 

the possibility of objects as appearances'. 535 Hence, space and time are the conditions of given 

experience. 

In chapter 6 of the thesis I showed how, in Chapter Two of Difference and Repetition, Deleuze 

deduced the existence of three syntheses of Time. For Deleuze, our senses of expectation, of the 

past and of the open future were each to be understood as each providing the 'given', for which 

the three syntheses of Time were the condition. In Chapter Four of Difference and Repetition, 

Deleuze carries out a parallel argument with regard to the nature of Space. Thus far at least, the 

structure of Difference and Repetition seems to mimic the structure of thefirst critique. If the 

530 CPR, B45/A30 
531 CPR, B50/A33. 
532 Buroker, Kant's Critique of Pure Reason: An Introduction, p. 40. 
533 Deleuzc notcs that this is an 'cxposition and not a deduction' because intuitions relate 'Immediately' to 
an ob 

, 
icct ofcxperiencc, not via the 'mediation' of a concept. Kant's Critical Philosophy, pp. 16-17. 

534 CPR, A24/B38-9. 
535 Kalit's Critical Philosophy: The Doctrine of Faculties, p. 16, citing Kant, CPR, A891B 1 -2 1- slightly 
amended. 
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nature of Space is the condition, what is the given? In this chapter I argue that It is what Deleuze Cý 
calls our experience of 'depth'. 536 However, this is entirely distinct from a simple dimension of 

extension: 

It is notable that extensity does not account for the individuations which occur ýk ithin it. 
No doubt the high and the low, the right and the left ... are individuating 
factors ... However ... their value is only relative. They therefore flo%k from a "deeper" 
instance - depth itself, which is not an extension (229). 

'Depth', instead, has to do with the feeling of the 'significance' of spaces. This is, of course, 

alarmingly contingent, something of which Deleuze is perfectly well aware: 'We Invoke throws 

of the dice, imperatives and questions of chance instead of an apodictic principle; an aleatory 

point at which everything becomes ungrounded instead of a solid ground' (200). Williams 

advises that Deleuze wants to argue that 'There is only significant measurable diversity because 

there are differences that cannot be measured'. 537 

Concepts. 

Smith explains: 'Kant distinguishes between three t pes of concepts: empincal concepts, a priori by 

concepts or "categories", and Ideas' . 
538 Howard Caygill elaborates that 'Denved or "empirical" 

concepts are drawn from experience by means of comparison, reflection and abstraction. ' 539 For 

example, 'table' or 'chair'. What, then, are the a priori concepts or 'categories'? Buroker 

explains that Kant's 'strategy is to show that the categories are necessary conditions for 

experiencing objects given in intuition'. 540 Hence, as Smith puts it, for Kant: 'Categories are 

concepts that are applicable, not just to empincal objects such as tables and chairs, but to any 

object I could ever come across, ever, for all time, in my experience'. 541 The 'Transcendental 

536 Williams muddies the waters by conflating the two sets of deductions: 'In [Chapters Two and Three] 
Dcleuze deduced Ideas from sensations, for example, the sensation of expectation' (GD's D&R p. 112). 
Williams here connects the 'given' for the earlier deduction of the syntheses of Time, with the 'condition' 
for the later deduction: namely Ideas. He later repeats the same conflation: 'The structure [of Ideas] and 
the way it calls for Deleuzian dialectics are defended by the arguments for the three syntheses of time ... as 
discussed in my Chapter 4' (GD's D&R p. 134). But this obscures the way in which the pattern of argument 
in Dýfference and Repetition traces the structure of the Critique of Pure Reason in respect of Time and 
Space. 
537 GD's D&R, p. 167. 
538 , Delcuze, Kant, and the Theory of Immanent Ideas'. p. 45. 
539 , Coiiccpt'. MA Kant Dictionary (Oxt'ord: Blackwell, 1995), pp. 118-121 (p. 120). 
540 Kant's Critique of Pure Reason: An Introduction, p. 103. 
541 , Deleuze, Kant. and the Theory of Immanent Ideas'. p, 45. 
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Deduction of the Pure Concepts of the Understanding' takes place in the part of the first Critique 

called the Transcendental Anal yt i C. 542 Having said that, Buroker anticipates our surprise at the 
fact that Kant, in both the A and B editions, treats the categories as a group and *Not until the tý Z-- 

Principles of Pure Understanding does Kant defend individual catego iesý 
. 
543 T. K. Seun2, notes c, n 

that: 'Kant calls them categories because they play the same role as the Aristotelian 
544 

categories' . From all that I have shown in this thesis it is evident that any sympathý that 
Deleuze might have with Kant could never be based on the acceptance on a system of fixed 

categofies analogous to that of Anstotle. 

Kant defines the faculty of 'understanding', negatively, as the: 'non-sensible faculty of 
knowledge'. 545 Buroker advises that the burden of this is that, for Kant: 

Understanding and sensibility play distinct roles in knowledoe. Sensibility is a merely tn 
passive capacity for receiving impressions through the senses. The understanding, by 

546 
contrast, is a spontaneous power to think of objects through concepts . 

This is what lies behind Kant's assertion that: 'concepts are based on the spontaneous power of 

thought, sensible intuitions on the receptivity of impressions'. 547 Despite the importance of the 

distinction between intuitions and concepts, the relationship between sensibility and the 

understanding is, arguably, the key feature, of the critical philosophy. This relationship is 

expressed in what Kant calls Judgements': 'We can reduce all acts of the understanding to 

judgements'. Caygill writes: 

The relationship Kant establishes between understanding and sensibility ... consists in 
bringing together the otherwise heterogeneous intuitions and concepts. Both are 
representations, but the former originate in the receptivity of human sensibility, the latter 
in the spontaneity of the understanding. 548 

Bringing intuitions and concepts together is, therefore, what Kant means by judgement'. 
t: ý C) t: ) tl 

542 CPR, A96/ B 130. 
543 Kant's Critique qf Pure Reason: An Introduction, p. 103. 
544 

T. K. SCLIng, Kant: A Guidefor the Perplexed. (London: Continuum. 2007), p. 26. 
545 Z' 

CPR, A68/B93. 
546 Kant's Critique of Pure Reason:. An Introduction, p. 77. 
547 CPR, A68/B93. Subsequent ref., B94-. 
548 . Understanding'. inA Kant Dictionary. pp. 405-407 (p. 407). 
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For Kant then, a sound judgement is a combination of an intuition and a concept. Buroker 

advises: 

In the section [of the first Critique] On the Ground of the Distinction of all Objects in 
General into Phenomena and Noumena, and the Appendix On the Amphibol\ of the 
Concepts of Reflection, Kant explains how extending pure concepts of the understanding tý' C, 
beyond appearances leads to spurious metaphysical conclusions. 

549 

We find Kant distinguishing between transcendental and empincal uses of pure concepts: 

The transcendental employment of a concept in any principle is its application to things 
in general and in themselves; the empirical employment is Its application merely to 
appearances; that is to objects of possible expenence ... the latter application of concepts 
is alone feasible. 550 

For Kant, the noumenal are 'things 
... in themselves' and inaccessible to philosophy. 

As we have seen, Deleuze distinguishes between the virtual and the actual: 'We have ceaselessly 
invoked the virtual' (208). In arguing for a symmetry between Difference and Repetition and the 

Critique of Pure Reason it is tempting to align Deleuze's distinction between the virtual and the 

actual with Kant's distinction between the nournenal and the phenomenal. Although some of 

Deleuze's own allusions point in this direction it is crucial to recognize the dissymmetry between 

the two positions. Whilst Kant closes the nournenal to philosophical scrutiny, Deleuze does not: 

'Difference is not phenomenon but the noumenon closest to the phenomenon' (222). 

Ideas. 

What of the third type of concept in the Critique of Pure Reason, which Kant calls Ideas? In this 

chapter I show that it is here that Deleuze's creative engagement with Kant bites hardest. As we 

have seen, for Kant, empirical and a priori concepts are allied to actual and possible sensory 

experience respectively. Thus, if there are 'concepts' that can find no such actual or possible 

partner, then it would follow that such concepts must be separately distinguished. In the major 

549 Kant's Critique of Pure Reason: An Introduction, pp. 201-202. 
550 CPR, A-'38-9/B298. 
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division of the first Critique, called the 'Transcendental Dialectic' Kant argues that there are such 

concepts and distingukhes them by the term Transcendental Ideas: 

I under,, tand by idea a necessary concept of reason to which no corresponding object can 
be given in sen se-experi ence... They are concepts of pure reason ... 

The\ are not 
arbitrarily invented; they are imposed by the very nature of reason itself, and therefore 
stand in necessary relation to the whole employment of understanding 551 

Cý I 

Hence, 'ideas' threaten the famous dictum: 'Thoughts without content are empty, intuitions 

without concepts are blind. ' 

In chapters 5-7 of the thesis I charted Deleuze's endorsement of the philosophies of the trinity: 

Bergson-Nietzsche-Spinoza. But it is the nexus, PI ato-Hege I -Kant, that to varying degrees, come 

to inform Deleuze's culminating theory of Ideas, Badiou accuses Deleuze of an 'involuntary 
552 Platonism' . Plato and Deleuze both espouse what one might call a theory of ldeýis. What is 

more, the connection between the Deleuzian and Platonic theories is more than simply 

terminological: as Smith puts it, for Deleuze as for Plato, 'Ideas are as much ontological as 

epistemological' . 
553 When expressed in that way, one can see that Deleuze's ontology also brings Cý L_ 

him closer to the 'arch-enemy' of real difference, Hegel, than Deleuze's own polemics might 

otherwise seem to allow. Kerslake argues that Deleuze seeks to occupy 'a novel ontological 
554 

gy? Chapter Four of position between Kant and Hegel' . But what exactly is that ontoloc, 

Dýfference and Repetition offers a clue: 'It must be remembered to what extent modern thought 

and the renaissance of ontology is based upon the question-problem complex' (195). 

We have seen that in Chapter Three of Difference and Repetition ('The Image of Thought') 

Deleuze critiques the orthodox view of what thinking is: 'There is indeed a model ... : that of 

recognition. Recognition may be defined by the harmonious exercise of all the faculties upon a C) In 
supposed same object. ' (133). Against this harmony of the faculties, Deleuze counterpoises a 4: ) 
kind of creative discord which takes inspiration from Kant's famous 'case of the sublime' (146). 

This is made clearer in the Preface to the book on Kant. Deleuze's strategy is to read the first 

Critique alongside the later philosophy of aesthetics, in which: 'The faculties confront one 
C, 

another, each stretched to its own limit, and find their accord in a fundamental discord: a 

551 CPR, A327/B384. Subsequent ref., B75/A51. 
552 CB, p. 6 1. 
553 , Deleuic, Kant, and the Theory of Immanent Ideas'. p. 43. 
554 , The Vcl-11L, () of Philosophy'. p. 20. 



182 

discordant accord is the great discovery of the Critique of Judgement, the final Kantian 

reversal. 555 This is the background against which Deleuze. in Difference and Repetition. 

somewhat coyly introduces his own theory of Ideas: 

Perhaps 
... it will be necessary to reserve the name Ideas not for pure cogitanda but rather 

for those instances which go from sensibility to thought and from thought to sensibility. Z: ) 1ý1 

capable of engendering in each case ... the limit- or transcendent-object of each t'acultv. 
Ideas are problems'. (146) 

But this theory of Ideas is not set out in any detail until Chapter Four of Difference antl 

Repetition, 'Ideas and the Synthesis of Difference', and hence I have deferred my analysis of it 

until now. 556 

Deteuze's choice of the term Idea runs counter to how we tend to think of ideas. In tile 

immediately foregoing chapter of the thesis I have shown something of Deleuze's attempt to 

radicalise our 'image' of what 'thought' is. With this background in niind, it is very unlikely that t) C, 
Deleuze's understanding of the term 'Idea' will match the image theonzed, for example, by the 

British Empincists. During a seminar devoted to Spinoza, it is recorded that Deleuze said: 

What is an idea? ... On this point Spinoza is not original, he is going to take the word C) 
"idea" in the sense in which everyone has always taken it. What is called an idea, in the 
sense in which everyone has always taken it in the history of philosophy, is a mode of 
thought which represents something. 557 

This unoriginal sense of Idea is not the one that Deleuze takes up. Deleuze's project is rather to 

claim: 'that Ideas ... 
do not exist only in our heads but occur here and there in the production of an 

actual historical world' (190). 1 have said that Deleuze takes inspiration for his own theory of 

Ideas from Kant, but we must note a fundamental difference between the two positions. For 

Kant, ideas are in our heads. Against this, I argue that Ideas exist in what DeLanda calls *virtual 

space'. 558 Ideas thus have an ontological status that is prior to any mental state. Ultimately 

Deleuze seeks to render this original sense of Idea compatible with his creative reading of 

555 Kant's Critical Philosoph 
, 
v, pp. xii-x1ii. 

556 Williams ob jects to Patton's translation of the title of Chapter Four, offering instead: 'The Ideal 
Synthesis of Difference', GD's D&R, p. 140. Williams argues that Patton's translation obscures 'the 

important function of Ideas'. Howe\ er, this obýjection is misplaced because Patton's translation emphasises 
the role of Ideas more c1cark, than Williams' alternative. 
557 Gilles Dclcuze, Les Cours De Gilles Deleuze. Spinoza 24.01.1978. trans. hy Timotliý S. Murphy, 

\v\v\v. \vebdeleL1/c. com 
558 , Space: Extensive and Intensive. Actual and Virtual', pp. 80-88. 
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Spinoza: "Spinoza employs the term "automaton": we are. he says, spiritual automata. that i,.. to 

say it is less we who have ideas than the ideas which are affirmed in US.,, 559 For Deleuze, Ideas 

have us, rather than the other way around. 

The relationship that Deleuze establishes between Kantianism, a theory of ideas. and a theol-N of 
Ideas as multiplicities, is via a connection between 'problemat Wity' and 'multiplicity'. Looking 

I- 
back to Deleuze's reading of Bergson, we saw that for Deleuze the multiple is not spatial, but 

somehow more temporal, something akin to an infinitely varying series. What has this, now, got L- 

to do with 'problems'? A problem is a question in need of an answer. One might take the view Z: ) 
that a question, if properly posed, will admit of just one correct answer, but we see the continuity 

of Deleuze's project once we recognize that this is precisely the view that Deleuze will seek to 

combat. In Kant's theory of ideas, Deleuze finds the philosophical resources for an infinite 

problematicity that admits of no resolution. 

Kant's theory of ideas. 

There can be doubt that Chapter Four of Difference and Repetition is intended, in part at least, to 

be a creative reworking of Kant's Transcendental Dialectic. This is evident from the Chapter's 

opening words: 'Kant never ceased to remind us that Ideas are essentially -problematic- '(168). 

1 have already supplied the background to Kant's use of the term 'idea' as distinct from 'concept'. 

Kant distinguishes three ideas: 'Pure reason ... furnishes the idea for a transcendental doctrine of 

the soul..., for a transcendental science of the world ... and, finally, for a transcendental 

knowledge of God' . 
560 To clarify the Kantian theory further, I will follow the example of the 

Idea of 'the world', defined by Kant as 'the sum total of all appearances'. Smith explains the 

thrust of Kant's argument that we can never 'know' the world: 

The Idea of the world (as the totality of what is) has no intuition or perception that could 
correspond to it. We 

... arrive at this Idea through an extension of the category of 
causality ... if 

A causes B, and B causes C, and C causes D, and so on ... 
This series 

constitutes a kind of problem for us. We can continue working through this problem, 
continuing through this series indefinitely, until we finally reach the "Idea" of the totality 

of everything that is 
... 

But in fact we can never, ever, have a perception or intuition of the 
561 world . 

559 Les Cours De Gilles Deletize. Spinwa 24.01.1978, no page numbers in the text. 
560 CPR, A334/B31) I. 



1 S-4 

For Kant, therefore, it is not the world (qua an actual thing) that is the object of 'the Idea of the Z: ) 
world', it is, rather this 'problem'. As we have seen, the conventional scholarly ýk ay to interpret 

Kant's Ideas are as concepts that lack an intuition. But Deleuze argues that Kant had a better 
562 insight: the Idea is, in Kant's own words, a problein to which there is no solution' . Dclcuze 

employs Kant's insight to argue for Ideas as structures that are inherently and infinitely 
'problematic'. These Ideas act as questions which demand an answer but for k, "hich no solution Is 

possible insofar as 'these Ideas do not disappear with "their solution", since they are the 

indispensable condition without which no solution would ever exist' (168). 

Deleuze claims to detect three components in Kant's theory of ideas: 

Ideas ... present three moments: [I] undetermined with regard to their object. [21 Z-- determinable with regard to objects of expenence, and [3] bearing the ideal of an infinite 
determination with regard to concepts of the understanding' ( 169). 

Of the first 'moment' Deleuze writes: 

The undetermined is not a simple imperfection in our knowledge or a lack in the object: it 
is a perfectly positive, objective structure which acts as focus or horizon within 
perception. In effect, the undetermined object, or object as it exists in the Idea, allows us 
to represent other objects (those of experience) which it endows with a maximum of 
systematic unity (169). 

Williams offers, as an example of a Deleuzian reading of a Kantian idea, 'the idea of the perfect 
563 

surgical intervention' 
. This is not something that we can have an actual experience of, it is 

instead: 

A roblern --something that can be expressed by an unstable pb set of contradictory 
questions and answers. The perfect Intervention responds to the tension between damage 
and cure, between a high degree of toxicity in post-operatic (sic) drugs and a rapid return 
to a "normal" life'. 

But to turn to Deleuze's account of Kant's second 'moment', there could be 'experiments that 

'ittempt to express the idea and temporarily resolve the problem in an actual operation'. We 

could have actual experiences of these experiments and, therefore, as Deleuze contends, the idea 

561 , Delcuzc, Kant, and the Theory of Immanent Ideas', p. 46. 
562 CPR, A32S/13385. 
563 GD's D& R. p. 14 1. A nd subsequent refs. 
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has acted as a 'focus or horizon within perception'. The third 'moment' is conceptual. In other 

words, a concept would have an infinite extension. Of which Williams concludes, perhaps 

somewhat less convincingly: 'the idea can be thought in terms of determination through the ideal 

of an infinite determination, for example, in the development of our concept of the perfect 

intervention through an infinite set of experiments'. Williams allows us to see what is at stake. 
However, if Williams means to offer this as an example of a Deleuzian Idea, it seems to me 

altogether too conceptual to satisfy the definition of Idea that Deleuze will later propose. 

We want some clear examples of Ideas, but Deleuze criticises Kant for being too clear about 

them: 'Kant incarnated these moments in distinct Ideas: the self is above all undetermined, the 
World is determinable, and God is the idea of determination' (170). He finds fault with Kant's 

treatment of the tripartite structure of the Idea: 

Perhaps this does not appear sufficiently clearly in Kant: according to him, two of the r-- 
three moments remain as extrinsic characteristics (if Ideas are in themselves 
undetermined, they are determinable only in relation to objects of experience, and bear 
the ideal of determination only in relation to concepts of the understandin-). ( 170) 

What are we to understand by this? It is a matter of degrees of immanence. First, let us note that 

the question of immanence is not alien to the Kantian discourse. Although Kant ma not use the Z: ) 
y 

term it is clearly at least part of what is at stake in section I of the First Book of the 

Transcendental Dialecti C. 564 Here Kant critiques the Platonic Theory of Ideas: 

Plato made use of the expression "Idea" in such a way as quite evidently to have meant 
by it something which not on] can never be borrowed from the senses but far surpasses t: > Y 
even the concepts of the understanding ... 

inasmuch as in experience nothing is ever to be 
met with that is coincident with it. For Plato ideas are archetypes of things themselves, 
and not, in the manner of the categories, merely keys to possible experience ... they have 4! ý 

issued from highest reason, which ... no longer in its original state ... 
is constrained ... to 

565 
recall, by a process of reminiscence-the old ideas, now very much obscured. 

In calling the Platonic ideas 'archetypes', Kant is calling attention to their transcendent (non- In tl 

imnianent) status. The point is, therefore, that Kant's overall ambition in the first Critique is to 

make out a theory of ideas that is more itninanent than the Platonic theory. Deleuze's ambition is 

to make out a theory of Ideas that is more unnianent than the Kantian theory. 

564 O/B 377. CPR, A312/B369 - A'- 
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Deleuze's complaint against the Kantian theory is that the tripartite structure is fractured or 
disunited: 'two of the three moments remain as extrinsic charactenstics'. Deleuze airns to reunite 
the supposedly fractured elements: 'The "critical" point, the horizon or focal point at . vhich 
difference qua difference serves to unite, has not yet been assigned' (170). Earlier in the same 
passage, to reinforce the point, we are told what it is that creates the required bond: 'difference 

immediately reunites and articulates' (170). It is this that lies behind Smith's conclusion that: 

We have not yet reached a purely immanent conception of Ideas, since it is only a 
principle of difference that can determine, In a precise manner, the problematic nature of 566 Ideas as such, thereby reuniting the three aspects of the Idea 

. 

This does indeed seem to sound all the right notes but it remains unclear. More simply put, 
Deleuze's complaint against Kant is that it is onlY the Idea (the undetermined) that is inherently 

problematical; in other words, actual things (the determined) and concepts ýire: ( 1) distinct from 

the Idea; and (2) unproblematical. It is as if, for Kant, difference stops at the boundary of the 
Idea. Williams confirms this understanding: 'the problem lies wholly with the Idea - objects of 
experience and concepts can be detached from its problems'. 567 In the search for a more 

immanent theory of Ideas, Deleuze aims to make actual things and concepts inherently 

problematical. 

Deleuze's Theory of Ideas. 

The transcendental deduction of Ideas, in Chapter Four of Difjýrence and Repetition, is 

analogous to the transcendental deduction of the categories in the Critique of Pure Reason. The 

role of Ideas cannot be the same as the role of the Kantian categories because as Buchanan puts it: 

'Deleuze's most utopian idea 
... 

is that one can think differently - not merely new thoughts, but 

an entirely fresh way of thinking'. 568 As we shall see, Ideas, for Deleuze, are made of 

'difference' and, therefore, sponsor fresh ways of thinking they do not trap us inside old ones. t7l 

565 CPR. B370. 
566 , Deleuze. Kant, and the Theory of Immanent Ideas', p. 48. 
567 GD's D&R. p. 142. 
568 Delelizism: A Metaconinientary. p. 117. 



187 

In an obscure move (that has indeed attracted charges of fakery 569 ) Deleuze invokes the 

infinitesimal calculus: 'In short, dx is the Idea' (171 ). The key, it seems, is the notion of 
differential relations: 'The reciprocal synthesis of differential relations as the source of the 

production of real objects - this is the substance of Ideas' ( 173). 1 will shortly clanf% this 
fUrther but first, let us note, that Deleuze explicitly equates Ideas with my thesis: 'Ideas are 

multiplicities' (182). What is more, this is also Deleuze's ontology: 'Everything is a multipl icit\ t) Z: y - 
in so far as it incarnates an Idea' ( 182). He has no truck with any of the ontological implications in 
on which Badiou relies: 

Even the many is a multiplicity; even the one is a multiplicity ... Instead of the enormou,, 
opposition between the one and the many there is only the variety of multiplicity - in 
other words, difference. (182) 

We know what a multiplicity is not. As Williams puts it: 'a multiplicity Is not an identifiable 

unity, nor is it a number of such unities, even infinite'. 570 We also know what an Idea is not: it is 

not a mental representation. But it is still far from clear what an IdeaJmultiplicity is. Deleuze 

offers a tripartite definition: 

(1) The elements of the multiplicity must have neither sensible form nor conceptual 
signification ... They are not even actually existent, but inseparable from a potential or 
virtuality ... they imply no prior identity; 
(2) These elements must ... 

be determined 
... reciprocally ... which allow[s] no 

independence whatsoever to exist [Williams comments: 'In other words, you cannot 
identify A or B in a multiplicity except through the way in which a variation in A can be 

related to a variation in B' 
. 
571 ]; 

(3) In Williams' slightly more intelligible summary: "A particular multiplicity ... must 
become actual in diverse spatio-temporal relations. The elements of that multiplicity 
must be actually incarnated in varying terms and forms". (183) 

The obscurity of the definition cries out for some further elucidation. In order to provide it, and 

because of its inherently technical nature, I justify quoting DeLanda at some length: 

To tackle this ontological issue 
... we need to go beyond physics and into mathematics to 

define the status of virtual space. The mathematical distinction that we need is that 
between metric and non-metric spaces, that is, spaces in which the concept of "length" is 
fundamental and spaces in which it is not. Mathematically a space is defined by a set of 

569 Alan Sokal and Jcan Bricrnont. Inteffilctual Impostures: Postmodern Philosophers' Abuse Of Science 

(London: Profile Books, 1998). pp. ] 45-158. 
570 GD's D&R, p. 145. 
571 GD's D&R, p. 146. And subsequent ref. 
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points and a definition of "relations of proximity" between points, in other words of the 
relations which define a given subset of points as a neighbourhood. If proximity is defined via a minimum length 

... the space is said to be metric ... If , ome other criterion is 
used the space is said to be non-metric (as in 

... differentiaL.. geometries) ... In differential 
geometry ... one takes advantage of the fact that the calculus operates on equations 
expressing rates of change and one of its operators (differentiation) gi%es as its output an instantaneous value for that rate of change. The points that form a space can then be 
defined not by rigid lengths from a fixed coordinate system (as in the metric case) but h% 
the instantaneous rate at which curvature changes at that point. Some parts ofthe space 
will not be changing at all, other parts changing slowly, and others changing fast. A 
differential space, in effect, becomes a field of rapidities and slownesses and via these 
infinitesimal relations one can specify neighbourhoods without having to use rigid 
lengths. Mathematicians refer to such differential space as a "manifold" of a 44multipi I City, 9.572 

I suggest that this is how we should understand the nature of the obscure ontological entity that 
Deleuze calls an Idea. It explains both the relevance of Deleuze's repeated allusions to the 
infinitesimal calculus and an ontology of speeds and slownesses. 

How then does this Idea relate to actual things? I shall follow the instance that seems to me most 
likely to prove instructive: 'the organism as biological Idea' ( 184). Deleuze wntes: 'An or,, 

-, -amsm 
is a set of real terms and relations (dimension, position, number) which actualizes on its own 

account ... relations between differential elements' (185). The differential elements are the ones 
that I have described above insofar as they obtain in their virtual or Ideal state. Deleuze rehearses 

this example first in the context of an antique biology but sees no discontinuity in later applying it 

to modern genetics. May tries to assist by drawing out the influence of Gilbert Simondon's work 

on Deleuze. May writes: 

The gene is not a closed system of pregiven information that issues directly into 
individual characteristics. Instead, the genetic code is in constant interaction with a field 
of variables that in their intensive interaction generate as ecific living being-We must tý' p t) 
conceive of genetic passage ... not as the perpetuation of individuals by means of a closed Z7, 
genetic code, but rather as the unfolding of a genetic virtuality that has among its 
products the individuation of organisms, the creation of biological individuals. 573 

t-ý 4: ) 

We are to interpret the genetic example as an instance of an Idea by virtue of the 'virtual' nature 

of tile genetic code. It is virtual in the sense that it is not a programme or blue-print for the 

oruanisill: the evolution of or4yanisms is dynamic in a way that is inherently unpredictable. 

572 . Space: Extensive and Intensl\-c' . p. 84. 
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Deleuze's critique of Kant's concept of Space. 

I come now to trace my themes through the argument of Chapter Fi%e of Difference and 
Repetition, 'Asymmetrical Synthesis of the Sensible'. Let me first collect up some of the threads 

of my thesis so far. I have shown how the argument of Chapter Four of Difference and Repetition 

can be seen as analogous to the deduction of the Kantian categories. In chapter 6 of the thesis I 

araued that in Chapter Two of Difference and Repetition, Deleuze deduced (albeit from a 
contingent 'given') the nature of Time; this deduction was analogous, therefore, to the Exposition 

of the concept of Time in the Transcendental Aesthetic. In Chapter Five of DifJerencc and 
Repetition, Deleuze quite explicitly critiques Kant's parallel Exposition of the concept of Spacc. 

I showed how, for Deleuze, Kant has a vital insight, concerning 'concepts' for which there can be 

no intuition, but fails to realise the full implications of II it. Deleuze interprets Kant to have had a 

similarly flawed insight into the nature of Space. It turns on Deleuze's reading, of Kant's famous 

argument concerning incongruent counterparts (e. g. left and right hand gloves): 1-71 0 C, 

Kant's mistake is to maintain a geometrical extension for it, and to reserve intensive zn 
quantity for the matter fills a given extensity to some degree or other. In the case of 
enantiomorphic bodies, Kant recognised precisely an internal difference. However, since 
it was not a conceptual difference, on his view it could refer only to an external relation 
with extensity as a whole in the form of extensive magnitude. In fact, the paradox of 
symmetrical objects, like everything concerning right and left, hig ah and low ... has an 
intensive source. (231) 

Deleuze is relying here on a distinction between the extensive and the intensive. 

We tend to assume that our experience of space is 'extensive'. In other words, we live within the 

geometric boundaries of countries or towns or houses. However, DeLanda reminds us that there 

is another kind of space that we also live in, but which is intensive rather than extensive. For 

example, we all experience the day-to-day, or season-to- season, fluctuations of ambient 

temperature. Other more exotic experiences of intensive space are also possible: 'the zones of 

high pressure explored by deep-sea divers, or the zones of gravity explored by astronauts'. 574 

DeLanda is surely right to say that 'most philosophers have hardly thought about the questions 

raised by the distinction between the extensive and the intensive'. That Deleuze is, indeed, the 

exception to this rule is evident from the beginning of Chapter Five of Difference and Repetition: 
4n t: ) 

573 Gilles Deletize: -In Introduction, p. 88. And subscquent ref. 
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Every diversity and every change refers to a difference which is its sufficient reason. 
Everything which happens and everything which appears is correlated with order ol' 
differences: differences of level, temperature, pressure. tension, potential, difJerence of 
intensity'. (222) 

If we take Deleuze at his word here, everything is the product of intensity. Hence, DeLanda 

writes: 

If we characterise the identity of material beings as defined by extensitles (not only by its 
spatial boundaries but also by the amounts of matter and energy contained within those 
boundaries) then the process that produces those beings will be defined by intensities. In 
this sense human beings not only inhabit extensive spaces, they are themselves extensiVe 
spaces. Generalising this to include mental phenomena would involve defining 
psychological intensities 

... grief, joy ... but also beliefs and desires which also come in 
different intensities 

... as well as the corresponding extensities. 575 

What then, in essence, does the distinction between the extensive and the intensive boil down to? 
Buroker advises: 

A key characteristic of extensive magnitudes is that they are addith, e. Combining a tl length x with a length y produces a length z where -x +y+z 11 is a valid arithmetical 
formula. In terms of measurement theory, extensive properties are those measured on 
ratio scales. 576 

In other words, if we add an extensive property, like 'one mile', to another unit measure of 'one 

mile', we know very well that we have 'two miles' without having to engage in any further 

empirical investigations. One might say that large distances are composed of smaller distances. 

But intensive magnitudes are different: 

Combining a quail of water at 72' F with another quart of water at 720 F does not produce 
two quarts of water at 144 0F [but one at the original temperature]. Intensive properties 
like temperature are measured on interval scales rather than ratio scales ... measurements 
on... [interval scales] are not additive because there is no empirical procedure for 
combining the properties these scales measure. 

DeLanda relies on the same example and goes on: Z: ) 

574 DeLanda, 'Space: Extensive and Intensive, Actual and Virtual', p. 80. And subsequent ref. 
575 , Space: Extensive and Intensive', p. 82. 
576 Kant's Critique of'Pare Reasow. -In Introduction, p. ] 56. Subsequent ref.. pp. 156-157. 
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Deleuze defines intensive quantities as "Indivisible-, a definition which is simply another 
way of expressing the same point: a gallon of water at ninetý degrees can be divided in 
extension, yielding, say, two half gallons, but the two parts will iiot each have half the tn C7 temperature. 

577 

That Deleuze himself recognises this key difference between additive and non-additive 

magnitudes is evident when he remarks: 'Temperature is not composed of other temperatLll-eý,, 01' 

speed of other speeds (237) 

Why then is philosophy not just rendered otiose by physics? It is because science insists oil 

always cancelling-out intensive magnitudes into extensive magnitudes. As Williams puts it: Z75 

[Scientists] divide energy into intensive and extensive components. The extensive 
component allows the intensive component to be identified and compared - it acquires a 
quality. So energy has a non-spatial, intensive side that must be completed by a spatIA 
side where the energy is extended over a particular surface or in a particular volume. 578 

In Deleuze's own words: 'This is the most general content of the principles of Carnot, Cune, Le 

Chatelier et al.: difference is the sufficient reason of change only to the extent that the change 

tends to negate difference' (223). In other words, the intensive is subordinated to the extensive: 

'intensity itself is subordinated to the qualities which fill extensity (primary physical qualities or 

qualitas, and secondary perceptible qualities or quale). In short , we know intensity only as 

already developed within an extensity, and as covered over by qualities' (223). 

For Deleuze, 'buried' in space, there is something Inore than measurable distance: there is an 

intensity. Deleuze calls it 'depth'. It is forever beyond the range of our sensory apparatus, but 

obliquely signalled to us in, for example, in the paradoxical nature of 'handedness'. Deleuze 

argues, contra Kant, that extension is not, therefore, a condition of our expenence. There is 

instead a realm of intensities, the virtual, out of which extension emerges: 'Extensity can emerge 

from the depths only if depth is definable independently of extensity' (230). Deleuze argues that 

we have an experience of space that he calls 'depth'. It is neither that of a sensed quality nor that 

of a measurable extensity: 'Neither depth nor distances are 'udged by the apparent magnitude of J 1: 1 rý 

objects ... depth and distances ... are fundamentally linked to the intensity of the sensation: it is the 

power of diminution of the intensity experienced that provides a perception of depth' (230). 

What we might think of, therefore, as a simple matter of measurement - 'No doubt every depth 
z1> 

577 , Spacc: Extensivc and Intensivc', p. 8 1. 
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is also a possible length and size' (229) - is not only more than that, but in its genesis. 412 
something entirely different and un-measurable. Deleuze's version of the Transcendental 

Aesthetic aims, therefore, to show that there is something in the world that we cannot 'sense' in 

any conventional understanding of how our sensory apparatus works but, without which, space 
could not have the significance for us that it in fact does. Hence, Williams to] s the follo ing 

ý, ummary of the central thesis of Chapter Five: 'The sensations that allow us to order actual thmgs 

imply syntheses of virtual intensities that cannot be fully rendered as actual and these syntheses 

are the reason sensations ... are significant' . 
579 By 'significant' one should understand how it i,, t) 

that 'Heights mean radically different things for the sufferer of vertigo and the insouciant 

mountain climber. ' 

Can we have an experience of an intensity? Deleuze's penchant for paradox allows him to 

answer both yes and no: 'Intensity Is simultaneously the Imperceptible and that which can only be 

sensed' (230). How are we to understand this? Deleuze later offers a reply to what is, ill effect, 

the same question: 

What is the being of the sensible? Given the conditions of this question the answer must 
designate the paradoxical existence of a "something" which simultaneously cannot be 
sensed (from the point of view of the empirical exercise) and can only be sensed (from 
the point of view of the transcendent exercise). (236) 

What are we to understand by this notion of a transcendental exercise of sense? Boundas writes: 

'Transcendental empiricism ... 
demands that the intensities that constitute an extensive being, be 

sensed' . 
580 He does not explain why. Williams' commentary runs-on: 'As the condition for 

depth, intensity cannot be sensed fully in an object or extension. But it must be perceived in some 
581 ivav in order to be deduced at all' . 

One might object that the whole point of a Transcendental Deduction is to deduce what we 

cannot sense (the condition) from what we can sense (the given). In order to answer this 

olýjection I need to reflect on how Deleuze's Transcendental Deduction, although similar to 

578 GD's D&R, p. 169. 
579 GD'sD&R, pp-176-177. Subsequent ref., p. 177. 
580 Constantin V. Boundas. 'Intensity', in The Deleuze Dictionaoll, pp. 13 1-132 (pp. 131 ). And subsequent 
I-cf,,;. 
581 GD's D&R, p. 176. subscquent references, pp. 176-177 and p. 177. 
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Kant's, also importantly diverges from it. Deleuze sometimes calls his sYstem Transcendental 
Empiricism: 

Empiricism 
... 

becomes transcendental ... only when we apprehend directly ]in the sensible 
that which can only be sensed, the very being of the sensible: difference-and diffel-clicc 
in intensity as the reason behind qualitative diversity. It is in difference that 1-novement VN 
produced as an "effect", that phenomena flash their meanings like sign. s. The intense 
world of differences, in which we find the reason behind qualities and the beincy of the 
sensible, is precisely the object of a superior empiricism. This empiricism teaches us a 
strange "reason", that of the multiple, chaos and difference (nomadic distributions, 
crowned anarchies). (57) 

Stagoll explains why Deleuze's Transcendental Deduction must differ from Kant* s: 

Deleuze seeks after the conditions of actual rather than all possible experience. These 
conditions are not logically necessary, but contingent upon the nature of experience as it 
is lived ... Unlike Kant, Deleuze does not conceive of these unthought conditions as 
abstract or necessary philosophical entities, but as contingent tendencies heyond the reach rý, 

of empirical consciousness'. 
582 

But how are these 'contingent tendencies' to be reached? One can understand that part of the 

reason for its apparent imponderability lies in the nature of what is being sensed. Deleuze writes: 

Intensity is simultaneously the imperceptible and that which can only be sensed. How 
could it be sensed for itself, independently of the qualities which cover it and the 
extensity in which it is distributed? But how could it be other than -sensed", since it is 
what gives to be sensed, and defines the proper limits of sensibility? (230) tl 

But this is still not a reply. 

Deleuze's Transcendental Empiricism is consistent with his earlier reading of Bergson's method 417 Z: ) 

of 'intuition' in that, 'Intuition leads us to go beyond the state of experience towards the 
583 

conditions of experience'. It is, therefore, this 'higher' or 'superior empiricism' that is held to 

provide the means by which we can remain empiricists but step beyond the limits of the five 

senses. As Bruce Baugh points out: 'What Deleuze looks for in Ber-son is a "higher empiricism' 0 ý7 Z: ) 
that instead of aeneralising from experience goes beyond experience to conditions which are 0 t) 

582 Cliff Stavoll, 'Transcendental Empincism' in, The Deleuze Dictionam pp. 282-283 (p. 282). 
583 Bergsonism, p. 27. Subscquent refs.: p. 30. 
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- 584 
neither general nor abstract, but are themselves concrete and empirical . Deleuze hence 

distinguishes his own pr 'ect from that of Kant: 'this broadening out, or even this going-bevond Oj 

does not consist in going beyond experience toward concepts. For concepts only define. in the 
Kantian manner, the conditions of all possible experience in general. Here, on the other hand, it 

is a case of real experience in all its peculiarities. 585 We see, then, the principle or aim of 
Deleuze's Transcendental Empiricism. But what is the actual means by which this higher 

empiricism will be accomplished? Kerslake, by way of reply, puts together, on Deleuze's behalf, 

the elements of the approach that I have been following in this chapter: zn 

In Deleuze's reformulation of the Critique of Pure Reason, it is not pure intuition that 
provides the abstract ground for the schernatism of the pure concepts of the 
understanding; it is rather the apprehension of intensive sensible signs that puts us on tile t) 
path of deciphering the Ideas that, in their intrinsic problematicity, govern experience. 586 

It is our experience of intensity is to lead us back to Ideas. For Deleuze, Ideas are noumenal but, 

unlike Kant, Deleuze allows access to the nournenal. It is this that places his ontology in a kind Zý 
of intermediate position between that of Kant and Hegel. The virtual ontology of the continuous 

multiplicity, only 'promised' by Bergson, is now 'realised' (303) via a Kantian-style deduction 

from a contingent given. 

The individual. 

Williams writes: 'With his concept of the individual, Deleuze brings together Ideas, intensities, 

actual things and his resistance to generalization and universality'. 587 At the very end of 

Difference and Repetition, Deleuze's commitment to the individual is surprising. First, because 

we might be tempted to think of the individual as that particular (i. e. the one out of Many) that 

tooether with other individuals make up 'the One' that is society; or we might be tempted to think 

that the individual is the particular, that together with other like individuals, make up 'the One' 

that is the species This is a threat to the coherence of Deleuze's position as a philosopher of the 

multiple because he must deny any implication of a relationship of Many to One. He must also 

resist it because of his resistance, as a philosopher of difference, to generalization. Second, 

584 Bruce Baugh, 'Transcendental Empiricism: Deleuze's response to Hegel', Man and World, 25 (1992). 
133-148 (p. 138). 
585 Bergsonism, p. 2-'8. 
586 , Delcum. Kant. and the Question of Metacritique', p. 499. 
587 GD's D&R, p. 185. 
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Deleuze's commitment to the individual is surprising because of his attempt to dilute the status 

accorded in philosophy to the subject, the cogito, the possessor of consciousness. 

Deleuze navigates around the above difficulties by giving primacy to the process of 
individuation, as opposed to the result of that process: the achieved individual. This is what fies 

behind Williams observation, on Deleuze's behalf, that: 

You are not an individual and nor is this bird. The way in which you express Ideas and 
intensities ... 

is as an individual. The way in which this bird begins to vary its song 11 C) t" distinguishing itself from the rest and giving rise to a new sub-species ... is an 588 individual 
. 

For Deleuze the individual has a significance that the species does not have because the 

individual is a product of a process of difference whereas the species is a mere lifeless ocnerality. 

We can see this by returning again to Deleuze's interpretation of Simondon: 'Individuation 

emerges like the act of solving ... a problem, or - what amounts to the same thing - like the 

actualisation of a potential' (246). As we know from the foregoing analysis of Kant, this does not 

result in 'suppressing the problem' (246). The individual emerges from a 'pre-individual field 
... a 

virtual-ideal field, made up of differential relations'. For Deleuze, therefore, the relationship is 

not between the many individuals that make up the One species, but between the actual individu'll 

and the virtual multiplicity that is the pre-individual field. 

It becomes clear, in Chapter Five of Difference and Repetition, that although 'the individual' 4n 

includes the human individual, it is not confined to it: animals and inanimate objects are also 

individuals. The problem then becomes, if intensity has to do with feelings, and intensity is 

expressed in individuals, but individuation is not confined to human individuals, must it not 

follow that even the inanimate world is, somehow, sensible? Deleuze's surprising reply is that it 

is: 'Every body, every thing, thinks and is a thought to the extent that, reduced to its intensive 

reasons, it expresses an Idea. ' The human individual is, literally, composed of animal and 

inanimate individuals: 'the thinker himself makes his individual difference from all manner of 

things: it is in this sense that he is laden with stones and diamonds, plants "and even animals" 

(254). ' 

588 GD's D&R, p. 189. 
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I have said that Deleuze critiques Kant's theory of ideas on the grounds that it stops short at 

problematizing the idea. For Deleuze to develop a more thoroughly immanent Theory of Ideas, 

the actual/determined must be as problematical as the virtual/undetermined. How is this 

possible? Deleuze's answer is that the actual and the virtual co-exist. in the individual, in a 

quasi-causal recl*Procal relationship. By 'reciprocal' I understand that if A is a% irtual Idea and B 

is an individual that expresses that Idea, then A is the 'cause' of B at the same as B is the 'cause' 

of A. Although clear in principle, how in practice can we make any sense of this relationship" Is 

it not wholly implausible that something as evanescent as human feelings, for example, could 

change the nature of some wider, and apparently distinct, ontological reality? 

To try to break down this intuitive resistance it is worthwhile briefly to diaress to consider an zn 
aspect of the aesthetics of Jean Francois Lyotard. In his general survey, Understanding 

Poststructuralism, Williams writes: 

For Lyotard, an object or referent changes with thefeelings, desires and language that 
are associated with it ... For him, matter is prior to ideas, but not to feelings. Equally 
though, feeling is prior to language, but not to matter. This intertwining of matter and 
feeling, according to relations of mutual transformation, is one of the most excitinL' and 
different aspects of Lyotard's thought. It bears strong relations to Deleuze's concept of b Z. 71 
reciprocal determination, to the point where it is possible to see Deleuze's metaphysics as 
consistent with Lyotard's aesthetics. 589 

Instead, therefore, of the conventional sharp distinction between a subjective realm of thought 

and an ob . ective realm of thin-as, Lyotard tempts us to accept that feelings and matter are part of j tn 
the same whole. 

Let us now note Williams' advice in respect of how a similar Idea plays out in Deleuze's work: 

The sensations associated with [a] quality [say, a particular shade of red] vary according 
to the other qualities that are present, according to the actual objects they appear with and C) 

according to the individual they appear in ... 
These different contexts "have an effect" on 

the intensities expressed through them because they bring different intensities into 

relations of greater and lesser clanty and obscurity ... This reciprocal quasi-causal 
relationship between the condition and the conditioned is perhaps Deleuze's greatest Z__ 
metaphysical innovation and the key to understanding the power of his philosophy. 590 

589 James Wilhams. Understanding Poststructuralisin (Chesham: Acumen. 2-005), pp. 80-91. 
590 GD's D&R, p. 176. 
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In Deleuze's own text the example that is played out in most detail is that betv, een depth and 

extensity. As we have already seen in Deleuze's critique of Kant's account of space, Deleuze), 

claim is that 'depth' (virtual, un-measurable and undetermined) is an intensity which P, then 

expressed in 'extension' (actual, measurable and determined): *Extensity can emerge from the 

depths only if depth is definable independently of extensity' (230). We have to look to Williams 

again for a clear account of what we are to understand by this: 

In terms of altitude [for example], different intensities of sensation should not be referred 
to different heights. Rather, heights only make sense and change in their sense due to the 
intensities that occur. Intensity makes space and only depends on it as a nccessar\ 
condition for its expression rather than as a necessary condition for its measure. 591 

The insouciant mountain climber, the individual, responding to the intensity of 'depth' hidden in 

experience, warps the space around him/her in a modem version of Kant's Copernican 

Revolution. 

I have excluded Deleuze's reading of Leibniz from the scope of the thesis. However, in this 

context it is not possible to avoid the Leibnizian connection: 'Only Leibniz approached the 

conditions of a logic of thought, inspired by his theory of individuation and expression' (253). By 

the reciprocity of actual-virtual, Deleuze intends a kind of monadology. This monadology is b C) 

explained in an image of the sea borrowed from Leibniz. An image that must remind us of the 

song of univocal Being: 'the same Ocean for all the drops' (1304), with which my thesis began. On 

the one hand, we have: 

The expressed (the continuum of differential relations or the unconscious virtual Idea) 
[which seems at times as if it should be] ... in itself distinct and obscure: for example, all 
the drops of water in the sea like so many genetic elements with the differential relations, z::, 
the variations in these relations and the distinctive points they comprise. (253) 

On the other hand, we have: 

It seems that the expressor (the perceiving, imagining of thinking individual) should be 

by nature clear and confused: for example, our perception of the noise of the sea, wh, ch 

confusedly includes the whole and clearly expresses only certain relations or certain 

points by virtue of our bodies and a threshold of consciousness which they determine. 

(253) 

591 GD's D& R, p. 177. 
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For Deleuze, the individual plays the part of the Monad. The actual individual is the outcome of 

a series of processes that express the whole of the virtual realm of Ideas (the continuum of 
differential relations) but, crucially, only from a single and fleeting perspective. The whole is 

expressed in a confused way, only the singular is expressed clearly; and therefore, the virtual is 

changed by the actual individual. 
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Conclusion. 

Deleuze is a philosopher of the multiple because in Difference and Repetition he argues for an 

ontology that is 'multiple' in the sense derived from Bergson's concept of the 'continuous 

multiplicity'. This multiplicity is real without being actual, it is 'virtual'. For Deleuze, the 

continuous multiplicity has ontological status. This ontology is shown to be instantiated in the 

world in the culminating argument of Difference and Repetition. In this argument Deleuze 

deduces, from a 'given' of contingent human feelings, the existence of Ideas. Ideas are structut, cs 

composed of differential relations. Deleuze's pr ject is to match the ontology of the multiple 01 tý, 
with a way of doing philosophy, what Deleuze calls a 'logic'. Here, Deleuze takes key 

inspiration from Spinoza but also, as we will see, from Nietzsche. What emerges is the 

philosophy of difference as opposed to the philosophies of identity or analogy or contradiction or 

resemblance. How does this logic work? 

In The Logic of Sense (published more or less simultaneously with Difjerence and Repetition) 

Deleuze philosophises by means of a regime called disjunctive synthesis: 

It is not that the disjunction has become a simple conjunction. Three sorts of synthesis 
are distinguished: the connective synthesis (if. -then), which bears upon the 
construction of a single series; the conjunctive series (and), as a method of constructing 
convergent series; and the disjunctive series (or), which distributes the diveroent senes: tD 
conexa, conjuncta, disjuncta'. 592 

Under the regime of disjunctive synthesis no element of the multiplicity negates or opposes any 

other element. As Tim Clark puts it, Deleuze seeks: 'a synthesis which somehow holds 

incompossibles together; but does so without limitation, opposition, or negation - i. e., a 

synthesis of "total affirmation ...... 593 And Colebrook writes: 'Deleuze and Guattan open the 

disjunctive synthesis: one can be this or this or this, and this and this and this: neither mother nor 
, 594 father but a becoming-girl, becoming-animal . 

More colloquially, under the regime of the 

Deleuzian disjoined multiple 'anything goes', anything and everything can potentially connect 1_ý Z: I 

with anything and everything. Deleuze writes: r-) 

592 The Logic of Sense, p. 174. 
593 Tim Clark. 'A Whitcheadian Chaosmos: Process Philosophy from a Deleuzian Perspectl\c'. Process 
Studies. 28, no. 3-4 (1999), 179-184 (at www. refipon-online page nos. 5-6 of online text). C* 594 , Disjunctive Synthesis', in The Delelize Dictionary, pp. 77-78 (p. 78). 
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[TIhe 
i 
divergence of series or the disjunction of members Onembra &sjuncta) cease to be 

negative rules of exclusion ... 
Divergence and disjunction are, on the contrary, affirmed as 

such ... We speak ... of an operation according to which two things or two deter-mi nation" t: ý are affin-ned through their difference, that is to say, that they are objects of simultaneous 
595 affirmation only insofar as their difference is itself affirmed and is itself affirmative. 

The exemplar of this kind of affirmation is Nietzsche, for whom: 'divertgence is no Ioniger a 
principle of exclusion, and disjunction no longer a means of separation. Incompossibility is now 
a means of communication'. 

In Deleuze's reading of Nietzsche we find a notion of 'affirmation', knotted tight1v together with 
my key themes - 'multiplicity', 'unity', 'the one', 'the many': 

Multiplicity is the affirmation of unity; becoming is the affirmation of being. The 
affirmation of becoming is itself being, the affirmation of multiplicity is itself one. b 

Multiple affirmation is the way in which the one affirms itself. "The one is the 111any, 
unity is MUltipliCityig. 

596 

If we are asked to affirm the multiple, does that mean, for example, that we are being invited, in ZI) 

an entirely non-rigorous manner, apparently foreign to philosophical enquiry, to somehow -rant 

its truth without any critical evaluation of it? Deleuze replies: 

To affirm is still to evaluate, but to evaluate from the perspective of a will which enjoys 
its own difference in life instead of suffering the pains of the opposition to this life that it 
has itself inspired. To arffirm is not to take responsibilit-NIfor, to take on the burden of 
what is, but to release, to setfree what Iii, es. To affirm is to unburden: not to load life 
with the weight of higher values, but to create new values which are those of life, which 
make life light and active. 597 

In other words, the notion of 'affirmation' is to be understood in contrast to 'the pains of the 

opposition to this life', the key term here being 'opposition'. For Deleuze, to 'oppose' is to play C) 
the dialectical game. Rajchman recommends affirmation in a way that does not end up as a kind 

of intellectual submission. But more than that, he connects 'affirmation' both to Deleuze's idea 

of multiplicity and to Deleuze's appropriation of Nietzsche's philosophy as a philosophy of the 

'future*: 

Affirmation 
... requires a belief or trust in the world and what may yet transpire in it, 

beyond what we are "warranted" to assert. In Difference and Repetition, Deleuze puts 
the problem in terms of an ongrinal relation to the future - or a belief of the future, in the 

595 The Logic of SenNe. p. 172. Subsequent ref., p. 174. 
596 Nietz. Nche and Philosophy. p. 24. 
597 Niel, -. NCh(' (IM/ PhilOSOP1IN', p. 185 
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future. It is a matter of introducing into our view of ourselves and our world this sense of 
what is to come - of the untimely rather than of the eternal or the transient ... 

Such then 
is the point where Deleuze's logic of multiplicity becomes inseparable from an 
affirmation of life. 598 

To speak of a belief in the world beyond what we are warranted to assert is to embrace a 

philosophy of change and potential. 

An answer to Badiou's objections. 

Deleuze writes: 'Univocal Being is at one and the same time nomadic distribution and crowned 

anarchy' (37). Badiou comments that, for Deleuze, 'it is crucial ... to think above all - the 

crown. ' 599 Does Badiou mean that despite all of Deleuze's protestations to the contrary, an 

underpinning or overarching identity is restored in the guise of the commonality of Being? 4: 1 tlý z: 1 * 

Indeed, this is how Widder interprets Badiou's objection: 

Badiou's entire critique rests upon a conflation of the univocity of being with a Platonist 
conception of the One. It is through this move that he interprets the "single voice" in t: ) I-) Platonist terms. Similar readings have appeared before in Deleuze literature, often taking t1: 1 C, 
the form of an insistence on either a unity underlying multiplicity or a reduction of C) 600 
multiplicity to the self-differentiation of the One . 

According to Widder, Badiou's objection falls into the category of readings that insist on a 'unity 

underlying multiplicity'. This clearly is Widder's reading because his reply to Badou is that: 

6univocity is hardly concerned with establishing a unity among differences, but rather with 

linking differences through their difference'. We have Deleuze's own explicit endorsement for a 

notion of the connectedness of the multiple which, indeed, relates 'different to different by means 

of difference' (126). But Widder is wrong to attribute to Badiou the objection that, for Deleuze, 

connection by means of difference is subservient to a prior underlying unity grounded in the t') 

univocity of Being. If this was Badiou's objection, he would be attributing a crude apostasy to 

Deleuze; in other words, that Deleuze, having denied in his critique of Aristotle that the multiple In 
is joined by identity, reinstates identity in the guise of the concept of the univocity of Being. But 

4! ) tn 
in fact, Badiou is well aware of the privilege that Deleuze accords to difference. Although 

Badiou attributes to Deleuze a philosophy of 'the One', he plainly states his recognition that, 'The 

598 The Delelize Connections, p. 76. 
599 CB, p. 11. 
600 , The Rights of Simulacra', p. 438. Subsequent ref., p. 439. 
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One is not here [for Deleuzel the one of identi t Y, 601 ; and later. 'the infinite power of the One' 

must be difference not identity. Therefore, Widder's reading of Badiou's objection must be 

wrong. If that is not the objection, then what is it" 

As we have seen, Deleuze philosophises about the continuous multiplicity % ia a logic of 

disjunctive synthesis, Why does Badiou think it necessary for Deleuze also to refer to a notion of 

the One? It is because the infinite power of the One is the source of the difference that produces 
602 

the 'divergent simulacra, dependent on disjunctive syntheses' . 
Why is this held to be fatal to 

be Deleuze's claim to be a philosopher of the multiple? Bearing in mind Deleuze's devotion to Z: ) 

Spinoza, it is entirely fitting that Badiou should cast his objection within the tfi-partite Spinozist 

context of substance, attributes and modes: 

[Univocity] is fully compatible with the existence of multiple forms of Bein, -- Indeed, it 
is even in the power of deployment of these multiple forms that the One can be identit-led- 
this is true of Spinoza's Substance, which is immediately expressed by an infinity ot' 
attributes ... [However] ... 

The multiple acceptations of being must be understood as a 
multiple that is formal, while the One alone is real ... In each form of Being, there aw to 
be found "individuating differences" that may well be named beings ... For Deieuze, tý 

beings are local degrees of intensity or inflections of power ... And as power is but a name 
of Being, beings are only expressive modalities of the One. From this it follows once 

603 
ao, ain that the numerical division between beings "is a modal, not a real distinction"... 
ýn Cý 

On this view, therefore, Deleuze is a philosopher of the One and not of the multiple because 

Being is One and real, but beings are multiple and are not real. 

Although Widder misjudges the flight of the main trajectory of Badiou's objection he, 

nevertheless, recognizes the presence in it of the disputed reality of the multiple. Widder 

condemns it as risible: 'It is a joke to suggest that for Deleuze actual multiplicities are unreal'. he 

, goes on, 'Deleuze's words are never used to substantiate this claim 604 In fact, Badiou does use 

Deleuze's words to attempt to substantiate his claim. Badiou writes, 'the plurality of forms does 

not involve any [now quoting Deleuzel, "division within Being or plurality of ontological sense, ý- 

butes of Being that express its infinite power of and again, Badiou writes, *the immanent attri I C) 
One [now quoting Deleuze] "areformallY distinct [but] they all remain equal and ontologicall-N, 

601 CB, p. 24. Subsequent ret'.. p. 73. 
602 - 

603 CB, pp-24-25. Subsequent ret'.. p. 26. 
604 ý The Rights of Simuiacra'. p. 439 

Z7, 
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one" . 
605 To call this 'a joke' is rhetoric not argument. But more than that, Badiou", objection 

is In a long tradition of scholarly objection that has always dogged Spinozism. It is. therefore, a 
perfectly pertinent objection. 

To rebut Badiou I suggest that we should ask, what does 'real' mean in this context" In other 

words, it is too easy to contrast the supposed 'reality' of Being with the putatiNe 'unreality' of 

actual things. We must give some genuine content to the pairing real/unreal. This suggestion Z7 tltý 
gets confirmation from Badiou himself insofar as, having set out the above objection, he feels 

bound to ask what he thinks of as a rhetoncai question: 'what meaning is to be given to the 
Nietzschean program that Deleuze constantly validates: the overturning of Platonism'? ' My 

rebuttal is based on the claim that it is not a rhetoncal question. Deleuze has a reply: 'To reverse 
Platonism means to make the simulacra rise and to affirm their rights ... The problem no longer 

has to do with the distinction 
... Model-Copy 

... The simulacrum is not a degraded copy. It harbors 

a positive power'. 606 Badiou fails to recognize the import of the fact that, for Deleuze, the 

4reality' of beings is not determined by their resemblance to an original. 

The virtual as 'ground'. 

Thus far, I have argued that Deleuzianism is not a variant of Platonism because it is not based on 

the model versus copy distinction. But this would not be the end of the matter if Badiou were 

able to challenge Deleuze's assumption that the essence of Platonism is the model versus copy 

distinction. If Badiou can cast the net of Platonism more widely, he might still be able to capture 

Deleuze in it. Reflecting on the pfivate exchange of correspondence that lies behind The 

Clamour qf Being, Badiou wntes: 

I raised the objection to Deleuze that the category of the virtual seemed to me to maintain 
a kind of transcendence, transposed, so to speak, "beneath" the simulacra of the world, in 

607 
a sort of symmetrical relation to the -beyond" of classical transcendence . 

According to Badiou: 'Deleuze acknowledued at once that this issue [the nature of the virtual] lay 
1- 1: -: ) 

at the ver heart of our controversy'. Deleuze thinks that, having re-written the history of y r: l 
philosophy in terms of a false concept of difference, he can now make a new start. But Badjou 

605 CB, p. -15, quoting Deleu/c D&R p. 303. 
L- 606 The L)gic of Sense, p. 262. 

607 CB, p. 46. Subsequent ref., p. 46. 
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complains, 'One should not be too quick to believe that one has finished with the ground, or that 

one has succeeded in "overturning" Plato. 608 1 have already referred to my treatment of 
Deleuze's critique of Plato and his rejection of the relation of resemblance: i. e. the model and its 
copy. But Badiou argues that what Deleuze here condemns, sneaks back into his own account in 
a new guise and in a subtly different relationship. Badiou complains that Platonism is not 

confined to the relation of model and copy but is also to be found in a notion of 'ground'. Badiou 

wntes, 'The ground is 
... that eternal "share" of beings by which in their variability and their 

equivocity are moored in the absolute unity of Being'. 609 Badiou is, therefore, associating this 
idea of ground with both Platonism and one of Deleuze's key concepts. derived from Bergson: 

the virtual. Badiou writes, ' "Virtual" is without any doubt the principal name of Being in 
Deleuze's work ... the virtual is the oround of the actual. ' Badiou, in effect, aroues that Deleuze t: D Cý 

fails to recognize that the virtual plays the part of 'the One' (as ground) in his philosophy; and 
that the actual, 'the Many', is rooted in this same ground and is, therefore, betrayed. Therefore, 

far from overturning Platonism, Badiou wntes, 'Deleuze's concern was with a Platolits'm ofthe 

virtual. Deleuze retains from Plato the univocal sovereignty of the One'. 

In have already set out Deleuze's notions of 'intensity' and of Ideas as 'problems'. These 

concepts provide the resources for a rebuttal of Badiou's contention that the relation of the virtual 

to the actual is symmetrical to the relation of the One to the Many of 'classical transcendence'. 

The two pairs are not symmetrical because the relationship between the virtual and the actual is 

reciprocal in a way in which the classical transcendence disallows. It is true that the virtual is, in 

some sense, the reason for, thus the 'ground' of the actual, but the door swings both ways: the 

state of the actual affects (i. e. changes) the virtual. As we have seen, intensity is sensed, 

indirectly, in objects in space but it can never be sensed, in itself, because it is transformed. 

Hence Williams wfites of our perception of the colour red: 

We never sense the intensity that allows us to perceive that shade since it varies in what it 
can make us sense with the quality according to the contexts in which it is 
expressed ... This shade of red may appear at different depths depending of what other 
shades it accompanies - it may arouse different passions depending on the shapes in Z:, 

which it appears ... 
These different contexts "have an effect" on the intensities expressed 

through them. 610 

608 CB, p. 45 
* 609 CB. p. 45. Subsequent quotations in this para.: p. 43; p46. 

610 GD's D&R, p. 176 
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Boundas notes a similar reversibility in the context of what he thinks of as Deleuze's 'process* 

ontology: 

Instead of being a linear process from one actual to another [it] should rather be 
conceived as the movement from an actual state of affairs, through a dynamic field of Z' 
virtual/real tendencies, to the actualisation of this field in a new state of affairs. This 
scheme safeguards the relation of reversibility between the virtual and the actual. 611 

Boundas is here equating 'virtual tendencies' with Deleuzian Ideas. Hence, he writes: 
'tendencies are problems and problems have no final solutions, althouln), h the partial solution of a 

problem transforms the problem back into a tendency'. 

The reversibility between the virtual and the actual is the burden of the key distinction that 
Deleuze makes between differentiation and differenciation: 'Whereas differentiation determines 

the virtual content of the Idea as problem, differenciation expresses the actuallsation of this 

virtual and the constitution of solutions' (209). Differentiation, then, is virtual, whereas 
differenciation is actual. Williams helpfully expresses the way the two halves of difference 

interact: 

Ideas become determined as clear and obscure when they are expressed in actual things, 
through ... differenciation'. But, on the other hand, 'actual things are set in motion as 
they express Ideas, through a parallel process of differentiation 

... when intensities bring C) 

about shifts within individuals ... as their sensations express the intensities that accompany 612 
a shift in the clarity and obscurity of Ideas . 

Badiou accuses Deleuze of a kind of unwitting classical transcendence, but classical 

transcendence is characterised by its uni-directionality: the world of appearances can exert no 

pressure on the eternal and immutable realm of the Forms. Badiou's accusation against Deleuze, 

of 'involuntary Platonism', takes insufficient note of this fundamental dissymmeto, between 

Deleuze's virtual/actual pair and Plato's Form s/Appearances. 

611 Constantin V. Boundas, 'Deleuze's Difference'. in Deleitze and PhilosophY, pp. 3-28 (p. 5). Subsequent 

i-el'Ci-crice. pp. 5-6. 
612 GD's D&R, p. 164. 
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The virtual image. 

Widder rightly argues that it is perverse of Badiou to characterise the virtual in terms of Oneness- 

It is questionable whether the virtual can adequately be characterised as a realm of 
Oneness and not of disjointed multiplicity ... there is certainly room to distrust the 
mapping of Deleuzian vocabulary onto the terrain of the One and the Many when 
Deleuze himself speaks of a multiple that exceeds such terms. To the degree that Badiou 
admits that the virtual is in fact irreducibly multiple, so that the relation between virtual 
and actual is one of multiplicity on top of multiplicity. 613 

Indeed, the fragility of Badiou's claim that Deleuze is a philosopher of the One is exposed by the 
fact that the objection actually reaches its apogee in a complaint against what might more 

accurately be described as Deleuze's philosophy of 'the Two'. Deleuze writes: 'the virtual must 
be defined as strictly part of the real object - as though the object had one part of itself in the 41n 

virtual into which it plunged though into an objective dimension' (209). This is a kind of 

dualism. The problem, as Badiou notes, is that: 'As the ground of the object, the virtual must not 

be thought apart from the object itself. 1614 Why not? May replies: 'Because if the virtual is 

ontologically distinct from the object, then there is no longer a One that expresses itself, but a 

transcendent Being that gives rise to being: the One becomes a Two, or a Many. 615 As May 

puts it, the threat is that, 'Deleuze cannot think specific objects, beings, as at once virtual and 

actual without collapsing the distinction between the two'. Badiou expresses his point in terms of zn 
the taboo concepts of 'equivocity and the dialecti Cý. 616 He argues that in trying to avoid these 

concepts, Deleuze paints himself into a corner. If the virtual and the actual are thought of as 

dialectical opposites, then 'the specter (sic) of equivocity' is raised. In other words, the threat is 

that 'the way of being' of the virtual is different from 'the way of being' of the actual. Deleuze's tl 

commitment to univocity (which Badiou, again, identifies with a commitment to 'the One') and 

Deleuze's rejection of dialectical difference, forces him, therefore, to join the virtual and the 

actual in the theory of the indistinguishable 'double image'. Badiou argues that this is incoherent: 

When the only way of saving ... the One, is by resorting to an unthinkable Two ... one says 
to oneself that ... the virtual is no better than the finality of which it is the inversion ... Let 

613 , The rn, hts of simulacra', p. 438. 
614 CB, p. 5 1. 
615 , Badiou and Deleuic on the One and the Many', p. 72. And subsequent ref. 
616 CB, p. 53. Subsequent refs.: p. 52 and p. 53. 
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us be particularly harsh and invoke Spinoza against his major. and indeed, sole, tru1N 
modern disciple: just like finality, the virtual is ignorantlae asYlum. 617 

Badiou is, here, polemically aligning his own argument with Spinoza's claim (the Ethics, part I 
Appendix) that those who uphold the doctrine of final causes instead of seeking a scientific I 
explanation for phenomena, are taking refuge in divine will: that 'asylurn of ignorance'. Badiou's 

objection boils down, then, to a denial of the existence of the virtual. If successful, this would 
indeed strike at the heart of Deleuze's project. 

Boundas aims at Badiou, among others, the rather lame remark that, 'The Deleuzian virtual has 

generated an endless number of discussions and controversies, but I do not think that there is 

anything mysterious about it. ' 618 1 tend to agree with Badiou that the virtual Is mysterious and, 
therefore, that it is entirely fitting that it be subjected to critical analysis. However, just as it is 

perverse of Badiou to characterise the Deleuzian virtual in terms of One-ness it Is also perverse of 
Badiou to focus his criticism of the virtual on what he takes to be Deleuze's theory of the 

'object'. Perverse, because it seems to attribute to Deleuze a spatial, static metaphysics which is 

alien to Deleuze's thoroughly Bergsonian discourse. This same feeling (that Badiou has, as it 

were, 'queered the pitch' against Deleuze) prompts May, in his reply to Badiou, to insist instead 

on conducting the defence on ground that is more compatible with Deleuze's overall stance. Of 

course we must not pick only those arguments that happen to suit our case but May notes that 

insofar as Deleuze has a concept of the 'object', it is dynamic and temporal: 'Beneath the actual 

qualities and extensities, species and parts, there are spatio-temporal dynamisms 
... They must be 

surveyed in very domain, even though they are ordinarily hidden by the constituted qualities and 

extensities' (214). May argues, therefore, that the clue to understanding the relation between the 

actual and the virtual 'lies in temporality, in the temporal unfolding of the virtual into the 

actual'. 
619 

To transfer the issue of the virtual from the spatial to the temporal but, at the same time to address 

Badiou's objection, we need to engage with Deleuze's theory of perception as well as his theory 

of time. This is because Badiou's objection against Deleuze's theory of the object has, at its core, 

the Deleuzian notion of the *virtual image' and this notion is not intelligible without reference to 

Deleuze's theory of perception. As we have seen, Deleuze's theory of individual beings (what he 

617 CB, p. 53. 
618 , Deleu/c's Diffei-ciicc'. in Delelize and PhilosophY, pp. 3-28 (p. 5). 
619 , Badiou and Delculc on the Onc and the Many', p. 74 
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sometimes calls 'objects') is that they are both virtual and actual. Deleuze asks: 'How-can we 
speak simultaneously of both complete determination [i. e. the virtual as a problem 'determininL, ' 

a solution] and only part of the object? The determination must be a complete determination of 
the object, yet form only part of it' (209). Badiou writes: 'In my opinion, the ans%ý er [Deleuze] 

gives is far from satisfactory and it is here that I see the stumbling block for the theory of the 
virtual'. 620 If I can overcome this 'stumbling block' then, even on Badiou's own account, hPIN 

objection is defused. The 'answer' to which Badiou so strenuously objects is Deleuze", claim 
that: 'Every object is double without it being the case that the two halves resemble one another, 
one being a virtual image and the other an actual image. They are unequal odd halves' (209-2110). 
Badiou comments: 

We can see clearly how Deleuze takes advantage here of the fact that every object, or 
every being, is a mere simulacrum; for this allows the timely interjection of an immanent 
theory of the double, backed up by an optical metaphor (the possible status of double 
images). But it is extremely difficult to understand how the virtual can be ranked as an 
image, for this would seem to be the status proper to the actual, whereas it is impossible 
for the virtual, as the power proper to the One, to be a simulacrum. Doubtlessly, the 
virtual can give rise to images, but in no way can an image be given of it, nor can it itself 
be an image. 621 

Badiou is claiming that the notion of the virtual as 'image' is incoherent. I can show otherwise. 

I have already shown how Deleuze's theory of the 'virtual image' is part and parcel of Bergson's 

theory of the doubling of time (the memory of the present). In Bergson's account, which is 47ý I 

echoed in Difference and Repetition, each present actual perception is 'mirrored' by a virtual 
image. In the substantive work of the thesis I showed that this 'mirroring' did not entail any 

contradiction with Deleuze's concept of difference and its denial of resemblance. The metaphor 

of the mirror did not entail that the virtual image was a copy of the present perception: it was, 

rather, an image, as if in a mirror, in the sense that a reflection of a thing cannot do what the thing 

itself can do. The point of the metaphor was that the virtual image in perception was inert 

whereas the present perception (the actual image) was 'wired' for action. I now need to show how 

this theory of the virtual image, as it obtained in perception, relates to the virtual image in 

Badiou's complaint against the coherence of the duality of images that are said to comprise 

ob ects. In effect, how do we translate the virtual imaue from an epistemological context to an 4: ) Z-1 
ontolopical context? In chapter 5 of the thesis I set out Bergson's radical claim that there is a I- 

Z: ý 

620 CB. p. 51. 
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difference of degree, rather than a difference of nature, between perception and matter. ThiS 

provides, in part, the explanation I now seek for the congress between Deleuze's epi,, temological I L- 
and ontological concerns, but it does not solve the problem entirely. To say that our perceptiow, 
are, as it were, continuous with objects, is not the same as saying that our perceptions are the z 
same as objects: there is still a difference, even if it is a difference of degree. For a more 
complete answer, I now rely on Al-Saji's analysis of the multiple senses of the term . imace', f'or t- 
both Bergson and Deleuze. 

I have already shown how Bergson uses the term 'image' in a way that is equivalent to Our word 
'object': 'Matter, in our view, is an aggregate of "images". ' 622 This sense of image has got z: 1 r-- 
nothing to do with 'representation' (if by that term one meant making pictures of the world in our 
heads). Rather, 'Our representation of matter is the measure of our possible action upon bodies: it 
results from the discarding of what has no interest for our needs. 

623 It t'Ollows that, for Bergson, C, 

there is an unperceived universe: in other words, theftill nexus of images, In till its richness, but 

one that is of no practical interest to us. By this account, our central nervous system is a 

mechanism that introduces a delay between external stimulus and response (albeit that this delay 

'foretells spirit' as Bergson puts it). This delay, which is the 'space' into which the whole of 

consciousness falls, renders us 'active' in the world, in a way that rocks and water are not, 
because their reactions to stimuli are unconscious and immediate. But having said that, Bergson 

establishes the following surprising contrast: 'the perception on any unconscious material 

point ... in its instantaneousness, is infinitely greater and more complete than ours, since this point 

gathers and transmits the influences of all the points of the material universe, whereas our 

conscious perception only attains to certain parts'. 

AI-Saji speculates, as follows, on the implications of the strangely vacuous nature of the virtual 
image in Bergson's theory of perception: r. 71 In 

How does the so-called "memory of the present" differ from perception of the present? If 
we note that the virtual is not limited to, nor resembles, actual perception - that unlike 
the relation of the possible to the real, the virtual is more expansive than the actual 
then we can extend the memory of the present beyond what is explicitly found in 
Bergson. We may say that memory of the present implies more than conscious ZD 

perception. It records the implicit and unconscious images, the whole interpenetrating L_ 

621 
CB, pp. 51-5' ' 622 
MM. P. 9. 

623 MM, p. 38. And subsequent ret's 
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nexus of material images, that constitute the universe for Bergson 
... A connection thus 

exists between the virtual image ... and the material images that make Lip the uni%ersc. 624 

If this holds, then it also establishes a connection between Deleuze's theory of doubled perception 

and his doubled ontology. Badiou complains that 'the virtual can give nse to images, but in no 

way can an image be given of it, nor can it itself be an image. The optical metaphor does not 
hold up'. 625 But although it may be misleading to think of it as 'optical'. the metaphor does hold 

up. The virtual image is that part of the object that lies in the unperceived universe: thýlt 

unperceived, but strangely, perceiving universe, beyond the range of our constrained perceptions. 
It is this which, in Deleuze's theory of perception, shadows each present perception. What is 

more, the virtual image, in perception, far from being vacuous, becomes a plenum. 

An unthinkable Two. 

For Deleuze's theory of the Two to work we must admit that the virtual and the actual are both 

radically distinct and so intimately connected as to be indistinguishable. Badiou seems to be 

occupying the high ground of common sense when he objects that Deleuze has resorted to 'an 

unthinkable Two'. 626 But from all that we have seen in this thesis we might predict Deleuze's b 

reply: for the philosopher, only the unthinkable will suffice. For Deleuze, the truth lies not in 

doxa but in paradox because this forces us to think the unthinkable. 

To get a refutation of Badiou under way we must make a case for the coherence of the thought of 

two elements which differ in kind but which are, nevertheless, intimately connected. I have 

already established the necessary elements of such a case in my analysis of Deleuze's theory of 

Time (derived from Bergson). Deleuze seeks to answer a fundamental question that any theory of 

Time must face: how does the present become the past? So the 'two elements' in question are 

the present and the past; if they are different in kind but connected, then the unthinkable becomes 

thinkable: the actual and the virtual may also be different in kind but connected. In his answer to 

Badiou, May concurs with this general approach: 'it is primarily from the viewpoint of time that 

the virtual and the actual should be considered'. 627 

624 , The memory of another past', p. 220. 
625 CB, 1). 5 2. 
626 

CB, 53- 
627 , Badiou and Deleuze on the One and the Many, p. 74 
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As we have already seen, for Bergson and Deleuze the present can only pass because it is alread\ 
the past. As May summanses it: 'the past does not follow the present. nor is the present separate 

628 from the past. They are of a piece' . However contrary to mainstream philosophy of Time this 

might be, it is a coherent answer to the problem of how time passes. The question now becomes. 

how can they be both 'of a piece' and radically distinct? May states the case I wish to make, but 

in a way which, initially, begs the question: 'The two [past and present], although in some sense 

ontologically distinct, are also ontologically bound to each other'. By begging the question, I t) tn t) 
mean the crucial problem is, in precisely what sense are they ontologically distinct" May goes t: l r-I 

on, 'As Deleuze reads him, Bergson sees the relationship [between the past and the present] as 

. 
629 

-a the question acyam, in that one of the virtual to the actual' Whilst this is true, it Is only to be..,, 
4-1 

it is the distinction between the virtual and the actual that we sought to validate in the first place. 

The substantial reply in fact depends on the distinction, derived from Bergson, between two kinds 

of multiplicity. In his reply to Badiou, May returns to Bergsonism to make out this distinction: 

[T]wo types of multiplicity. One is represented by space ... 
It is a multiplicity of 

exteriority, of simultaneity, of juxtaposition, of order, of quantitative differentiation, of 
difference in degree; it is a numerical multiplicity, discontinuous and actual. The other 
type of multiplicity appears in pure duration: It is an internal multiplicity of succession, 
of fusion, of organization, of hetereogeneity, of qualitative discrimination, or of 
difference in kind; it is a virtual and continuous multiplicity that cannot be reduced to 
numbers. 630 

This distinction is carried into the climax of the argument of Deleuze's mature system as set out 

in Difference and Repetition: 'We must ... 
distinguish between two types of 

multiplicities ... 
implicit as opposed to explicit multiplicities; those whose metric varies with 

division [i. e. the continuous multiplicity] and those which carry the invariable principle of their 

metric [i. e. the discontinuous multiplicity]' (238). The actual and the virtual find a substantial 

(rather than merely terminological) and radical distinction because of the distinction between the 

discontinous and the continuous multiplicities. To answer Badiou we must also find a rationale 

for the relation between the actual/discontinuous/extensive and the virtual/continuous/qualitative. 

They must be both radically distinct and connected. 

628 
ibid. And subsequent reference. 

629 , BadIOU and Dclcuzc on the One and the Many'. p. 75. 
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In reply, Deleuze strives for a principle of difference which generates both the qualitame and the 

quantitative: 

This fundamental differenclation (quality-extensity) can find its reason onlv in the great 
synthesis of Memory which allows all the degrees of difference to coexist as deLrees ot' 
relaxation and contraction ... For the differences of degree and extensity ýý hich represents 
them mechanically do not carry their reason within themselves-, but neither do the 
differences in kind and the duration which represents them qualitatively. The soul of 
mechanism says everything is difference of degree. The soul of quality replies that there 
are differences in kind everywhere. However, these are false souls, minor. (239) 

The authentic or major soul is a single principle of difference, the operation of which Deleuze 

describes in terms of relaxation and contraction. At the extreme of relaxation is extensity (the 

discontinuous multiplicity), at the extreme of contraction, is duration (the continuous 

multiplicity). Hence Deleuze writes: 'Differences of degree are onl the lowest de-ree of t) y 

difference, the differences of kind are the highest form of difference' (239). This is elaborated in 

an End Note: 'duration is indistinguishable from the nature of difference and, as such, includes all 

the degrees of difference: hence the reintroduction of intensities in duration, and the idea of a 

coexistence in duration of all the degrees of relaxation and contraction (the essential thesis of 

Matter and Memory ... (33 1). The two radically distinct extremes are connected, therefore, via 

what Deleuze dubs the intervening 'degrees of difference' as opposed to 'differences of degree', 

The role of the univocity of Being in Deleuze's thought. 

Even if the univocity of Being (in its various guises, including 'the virtual') is not actually r. 71 r7l 
inimical to Deleuze's advocacy of a philosophy of multiplicity, what positive role does it play? 

Foucault writes: 'The univocity of being, its singleness of expression, is paradoxically the 

principal condition that permits [Deleuzian] difference to escape the dominion of identity, frees it 

from the law of the Same because it is not organised in a conceptual hierarchy of species and 

genus'. 631 Foucault, rightly, sees univocity as a 'condition' for the philosophy of difference (I. 

like Boundas, equate difference and multiplicity). What exactly is the nature of the condition" It 

is clear that Deleuze is committed to a system of immanence: the denial of transcendence. The 

univocity of being is a condition, then, because it requires that all existents 'Ile on the same 

plane', as it were. The univocity of Being, on this account, is not the sameness but the panty of 

Being. I can defend this account of univocity usinc, Deleuze's own words at the climax of the 
Cl tD 

631 . ophicum', p. 191. Tlicatrum Philos 
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argument of Difference and Repetition; words shouted rather than spoken: having the same z1- 
enthusiastic vibration' as the 'song' to which Badiou insisted we listen 632 : 'E%, er% thing is equýtl I' 

(304). Unless everything were equal, then everything could not be connected and such cotinection 

is the ethical as well ontological heart of Deleuze's message. 

The motto 'Everything is equal' might strike us as a rather trite outcome for a modem philosophy 

with radical aspirations. Or one might simply object, that the equality or panty of the elements of 

a multiplicity can only be judged with reference to some quality or quantity that they hold m 

common. If true, this would mean that the philosophy of difference collapses back into a 

philosophy of identity. Deleuze both rescues his system from triteness and answers the 

resurgence of Identity by complicating his motto in two ways. First, 'Everything is equal ... can 

be said only at the point at which the extremity of difference is reached (304). ' 1 have shown 

that, for Deleuze, the 'extremity of difference is reached' not via the generic difference of 

Aristotle, nor by the opposition of the Hegelian dialectic, but in Deleuze's discovery, by palpation 

(see the introduction to the thesis) of an 'Internal difference' that defies conceptual i sati on. 

Second, Deleuze complicates and radicalises his motto by adding, 'Everything returns! ' (304). 

I have affected to 'complain' that for 'the Christ of philosophers' Spinoza commands remarkably 

little space in Difference and Repetition. But 'column inches' are no meýisure of significance. 

Spinoza makes a telling re-appearance on the last page of Difference and Repetition: 

All that Spinozism needed to do for the univocal to become an object of pure affirmation 
was to make substance turn around the modes - in other words, to realise univocity in 
theform of repetition in the eternal return. (304) 

Spinoza and Nietzsche bring to perfection a doctrine of univocity that originated with Duns 

Scotus. In Nietzsche, Deleuze finds the means for an inversion of Spinozism: substance turns 

around the modes. One can readily understand that Spinoza's version of univocity is held to 

mark an advance on that of Duns Scotus in that, for Spinoza, univocity need not be trammelled by 

the 'requirements of Christianity' (39). But this insistence on immanence would not, in itself, be 

sufficient to make the doctrine of univocity distinctively Spinozan. What is more, having praised 

how 'Spinoza organises a remarkable division into substance, attributes and modes' (40), Deleuze 

abandons it, because 'Spinoza's substance appears independent of the modes, v'hile the modes 

are dependent on substance, but as though on something other than themselves. Substance itself Cý 0 

632 CB, p. II- 
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must be said of the modes and only of the modes' (40). Ho%k would this work? It is done in the 
following dense passage, during which the surviving Spinozism is further diluted by the additi rD ion 

of Nietzsche's doctnne of eternal return: 

Such a condition can be satisfied only at the price of a more general categorical reversal 
according to which being is said of becoming, identity of that which is different, the one 
of the multiple, etc. That identity not be first, that it exist as a principle but as a second 
principle ... that it revolve around the Different: such would be the nature of a Copernican 
revolution which opens up the possibility of difference having its own 
concept.. .. Nietzsche meant nothing more than this by eternal return ... The eternal return 
does not bring back 'the same', but returning constitutes the only Same of that which 
becomes. Returning is thus the only identity ... such an identity, produced by difference is 
determined as 'repetition'. (40-41) 

Rather than the modes being an expression of a separate substance, substance (by which I now 

understand constancy or regularity or identity) is a kind of surrogate or 'surface effect' produced 

by the subterranean churning of difference. Univocal Being is identified with the eternal return: t7l I=> 

ceternal return is the univocity of being' (41). Univocal Being is the power to differ; and the 

power to differ is all that is preserved. 
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