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Introduction:
Between Deleuze and Foucault'

NICOLAE MORAR, THOMAS NAIL
AND DANIEL W. SMITH

Gilles Deleuze and Michel Foucault are widely accepted to be central figures of
post-war French philosophy. Foucault (1926-84) held a chair in the History of
Systems of Thought at the prestigious College de France, and remains one of the
most-cited authors in the humanistic disciplines. Deleuze (1925-95), who taught
at the University of Paris-St Denis undil his retirement in 1987, authored more than
twenty-five books, and was one of the most important and influential European
philosophers of the post-war period. Cultural theorists, historians, philosophers and
others have devoted considerable effort to the critical examination of the work of
each of these thinkers, but despite the strong biographical and philosophical con-
nection between Foucault and Deleuze, very little has been done to explore the rela-
tionship between them. This is the first edited volume to address this critical deficit
with a rigorous comparative discussion of the work of these two philosophers.

DEeLEUZE’S COURSE LECTURES oN Foucaurr

In particular, this edited volume is motivated by the recent (2011) online pub-
lication of Gilles Deleuze’s course lectures on Michel Foucault (1985-6) at the
Bibliothéque Nationale de France (French National Library) in Paris. The BNF
collected the available recordings of Deleuze’s seminar lectures at the University
of Paris VIII and converted them into digital files. Needless to say, the task was a
painstaking one, but the MP3 files have now been made accessible online through
the Gallica search engine at the library (gallica.bnf.fr).

When Foucault died in 1984, Deleuze was so affected by the death of his friend
that he began lecturing and writing a book on him immediately. When asked why
he wanted to write such a book, Deleuze was quite clear: “it marks an inner need
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of mine, my admiration for him, how I was moved by his death, and his unfinished
work.”? Deleuze’s desire for some kind of reconciliation with Foucault seems to have
been a mutual one. According to Didier Eribon, one of Foucault’s most heartfelt
wishes, knowing that he would not live long, was to reconcile with Deleuze.” After
speaking at Foucault’s funeral, Deleuze’s book project on Foucault began as a lec-
ture series given at the University of Paris VIII, between 1985 and 1986. But these
lectures were not merely a scholarly commentary on Foucault’s work. They were,
in the words of Frédéric Gros, “[a] means [of] discovering the founding principles,
[and] laying bare the inherent metaphysics of [Foucault’s] thought.”
ing to see,” Gros admits in an interview with Francois Dosse, “how Deleuze, who

It is amaz-

couldn’t have had any knowledge of the College de France lectures, was so accurate
in his interpretation.”

From 1985 to 1986, Deleuze gave a weekly seminar on Foucault, every Tuesday,
at the University of Paris VIIL. The seminars were scheduled for two hours but often
lasted three or even four hours, and functioned as a kind of laboratory in which
Deleuze would experiment with the ideas and concepts he was in the process of
developing. Some of these eventually made their way into his book on Foucault,
but there are many analyses that find no parallel in his published book, Foucauls.
For this reason, some of the most innovative philosophical scholarship on Foucault
can be found in these lectures.

For example, while Deleuze’s published book on Foucault is approximately
40,000 words long, his transcribed lectures on Foucault are over 400,000 words
long. On 8 April 1986, Deleuze gave a three-hour seminar that developed an origi-
nal conception of Foucault’s concept of biopower through a wide-ranging reinter-
pretation of the Foucauldian corpus. The seminar is a tour de force, and clarifies the
enigmatic relationship of Deleuze’s concept of “control societies” with Foucaults
concept of biopower, that scholars have struggled with for years. However, in his
published book on Foucault that was the result of these seminars, the analysis of
this entire seminar was compressed into scarcely more than a single page that never
even mentions the word “biopower.” It would be difficult, even for philosophically
informed readers, to discern the breadth of the original analysis from the summary
presented in the book. Indeed, Deleuze’s published book on Foucault is simply a
précis of the more detailed material presented in the seminars.

We believe that these lectures offer an incredible contribution to both Deleuze
and Foucault studies and an opportunity to formally reflect (in this edited volume)
on the relationship between two of the greatest thinkers of the twentieth century.
In addition to this edited collection we applied for and received two grants in 2011
to form a team to undertake a transcription of Deleuze’s seminar on Foucault. The
transcriptions were completed by Annabelle Dufourcq in 2013 and are now avail-
able on the Paris VIII website. In conjunction with the transcription project, we
organized an international conference entitled “Between Deleuze and Foucault” in



INTRODUCTION: BETWEEN DELEUZE AND FOUCAULT

November 2012, and again in November 2015. We are now currently working on
an English translation of our transcriptions. It is our hope that Deleuze’s lectures
and this edited volume will prompt a critical revaluation of the philosophical con-
nection between Foucault and Deleuze.

BETWEEN DELEUZE AND FOoucAauLT

The relationship between Foucault and Deleuze, however, is as strong as it is dispa-
rate: it is perhaps best described as a parallelism. As Deleuze says, “I never worked
with Foucault. But I do think there are a lot of parallels between our work (with
Guattari) and his, although they are, as it were, held at a distance because of our
widely differing methods and even our objectives.”” While the two were drawn
together through their novel readings of Nietzsche, their commitment to a non-
teleological theory of history, their activism in contemporary politics (with prisons,
’68, Palestine, etc.), their return to the stoics, and a theory of the event, Deleuze and
Foucault were often decisively divided in their methods and motivations.

For example, what is the difference between Deleuze’s concept of desire and
Foucault’s concept of pleasure? Why were the two authors so opposed to the other’s
choice in terminology? Is the difference semantic or is there a really an important
philosophical difference between them? If both the concepts of desire and pleasure
are meant to be radical departures from the psychoanalytic notion of desire as lack,
why does Deleuze choose to stick with the psychoanalytic word “desire” and Fou-
cault with the more amorphous term “pleasure”? This divergence is clearly manifest
in a letter Deleuze wrote to Foucault: “I cannot give any positive value to pleasure,
because pleasure seems to me to interrupt the immanent process of desire. . . . From
my point of view, this is precisely how desire is brought under the law of lack and
in line with the norm of pleasure.”® This divide is also noticeable from Foucault’s
side. In an interview recently translated by Daniel W. Smith and Nicolae Morar,
Foucault emphasizes this very problem.

I believe the problem of “pleasure-desire” is currenty an important problem.
I would even say that it is #he problem that has to be debated in this re-evaluation
— this rejuvenation, in any case — of the instruments, objectives, and axes of the
struggle . . . Deleuze and Guattari obviously use the notion in a completely dif-
ferent way. But the problem I have is that 'm not sure if, through this very word,
despite its different meaning, we dont run the risk, despite Deleuze and Guattari’s
intention, of allowing some of the medico-psychological presuppositions [prises]
that were built into desire, in its traditional sense, to be reintroduced. And so it
seems to me that, by using the word pleasure, which in the end means nothing,
which is still, it seems to me, rather empty of content and unsullied by possible
uses — don't we have here . .. a means of avoiding the entire psychological and
medical armature that was built into the traditional notion of desire?’
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Deleuze similarly expressed concern over the concepts of truth and subjectivity.
As Jacques Donzelot recalled, “Deleuze often spoke to me about that, saying:
‘Jacques, what do you think, Michel is crazy, what is this old idea about truth?
He’s taking us back to the old idea of truth-telling! I can’t believe it!” Deleuze, in a
letter to Foucault, continues, “The danger is: is Michel returning to an analog of the
‘constituting subject’ and why does he feel the need to resuscitate the truth even if
he does make it into a new concept?”"’

Consider too Foucault and Deleuze’s divergent concepts of apparatus (dispositifj
and assemblage (agencement). Both concepts seem to be aiming to replace structur-
alist concepts of organization with the assembly of heterogeneous elements, but why
have they chosen such different terms/methods to do so? Again, are these real philo-
sophical differences that are mutually exclusive? Are they strategic choices relevant
in a certain axis of struggle, or are they terminological differences disguising philo-
sophical homologies? While there has been much written on both concepts, very
few scholars have taken the time to clarify the differences and similarities between
these two concepts in depth and in relation to their original French meanings.

Even, and perhaps especially, in terms of politics, Foucault and Deleuze seem so
similar and yet so different. Foucault’s concept of biopower (the statistical political
control over life itself) and Deleuze’s concept of societies of control (post-disciplinary
forms of modulated and flexible control) seem to both be offering new concepts
of post-institutional/ disciplinary political power. However, Foucault and Deleuze
choose very different methods of analysis (genealogy vs schizoanalysis) and have dif-
ferent motives for doing so (to understand the emergence of liberalism vs to under-
stand the schizophrenic breakdown of contemporary capitalism). How have these
approaches shaped the alternatives that Foucault and Deleuze then propose (ethical
self-transformation vs revolutionary nomadism)? Why does Foucault, in his later
work, then turn to a revitalization of the concept of the subject, a term Deleuze
rarely uses, except in his book on Foucault? If Foucault was against the use of the
word desire because of its historical overdetermination, why now does he return to
the terminology of the subject and self?

The convergences and differences between Foucault and Deleuze on these
topics and others are further complicated by a third body of literature: the one they
wrote about each other’s work. Foucault wrote Theatrum Philosophicum (1970) as a
review of Deleuze’s Difference and Repetition (1968) and Logic of Sense (1969) where
he made the oft cited claim that “perhaps, one day, this century [the twentieth] will
be called ‘the Deleuzian century.””"" The two also recorded a conversation entitled
“Intellectuals and Power” (1972), later publishing it in the journal, LArc. After Fou-
caults death, Deleuze, of course, published his book, Foucault (1986) soon after.
Deleuze also wrote several articles on Foucault, “Breaking Things Open, Breaking
Words Open,” “Life as a Work of Art,” “A Portrait of Foucault,” as well as a private
letter to Foucault, delivered by Francois Ewald in 1977, titled, “Desire and Pleasure”
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(1994). These writings clarify some issues while multiplying and deepening others.
Above all, they express a deep admiration and complex philosophical friendship
whose implications have yet to be fully explored.

A PHILOSOPHICAL FRIENDSHIP

In addition to their philosophical similarities and differences, it is also important
to reflect on the nature of the friendship between Foucault and Deleuze. Together,
Deleuze and Foucault launched a French revival of Nietzsche against phenomenol-
ogy. In 1977, they helped co-edited Nietzsche’s complete works for Gallimard;'?
they attended a major Nietzsche conferences together (1964);" and they were both
friends of Pierre Klossowski, who dedicated his book Nietzsche and the Vicious Circle
(1969)"* to Deleuze and The Baphomet (1965)" to Foucault.

Both Deleuze and Foucault were political activists together in the Prison Infor-
mation Group (GIP). As Judith Revel interestingly suggests in an interview with
Frangois Dosse: “Foucault took experience and practices [from the GIP] as his point
of departure and conceptualized from there. Deleuze and Guattari invented war-
machines then tried them out.”"® Whereas Foucault wrote Discipline and Punish
only after the GIP, Deleuze and Guattari became interested in the decentralized
non-representational structure of the GIP only after writing about these themes
in Anti-Oedipus. In each case the GIP gave birth to a whole new relation between
intellectuals and power for both Deleuze and Foucault. “A theorizing intellectual,
for us,” they say “is no longer a subject, a representing or representative conscious-
ness.”"” Their involvement in the GIB, according the Deleuze’s seminar on Foucault,
was not at all an “academic critique of representation,” but as a specifically “practical
critique of representation,”'® that supported a “non-centralized movement” that “we
both” saw as an extension of the events of May 1968."

But the friendship between Deleuze and Foucault is also marked by a long
silence: during the last eight years of Foucaults life, Deleuze and Foucault did
not speak to each other. Why? Perhaps it was because when Foucault and Deleuze
both demonstrated against the deportation of the Baader—Meinhof group’s attor-
ney Klaus Croissant from France, Foucault refused to sign the petition because he
wanted to more carefully define his support for Croissant? ** Perhaps it was because
Deleuze hated the nouveaux philosophes, whereas Foucault supported them? Perhaps
it was because Deleuze supported Mitterrand’s Socialist presidency, but Foucault
thought it was best to criticize them, just as one would criticize any other party in
power? Or perhaps it was because “Foucault didn’t like Anti-Oedipus,” as Jacques
Donzelot claims.”" Or perhaps, it was the infamous letter Deleuze wrote to Foucault
criticizing his concept of pleasure in the History of Sexuality? Or perhaps, as Deleuze
says, in a 1990 interview with James Miller, when asked directly about his and Fou-
cault’s mutual silence:
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(1) There’s obviously no single answer. One of us could have answered one way
one day and another way the next. Not because we are fickle. But because there
are many reasons in this area and no single reason is “essential.” And because
none of them is essential, there are always several answers at once. The only
important thing is that I had long agreed with him philosophically and on spe-
cific occasions, I no longer made the same evaluations as he did on several points
at once. (2) This didn’t lead to any “cooling” of relations between us, or to any
“explanations.” We saw each other less often, as if by the force of circumstances.
And from there on, it became more and more difficult to meet up again. It is
strange, we didn’t stop seeing each other because we didn’t get along, but because
we weren't seeing each other any more, a kind of incomprehension or distance
between us took hold. (3) I can tell you that I constantly miss seeing him,
increasingly so. So what stopped me from calling him? That’s where a deeper
reason comes into it. Rightly or wrongly, I believed that he wanted greater soli-
tude, for his life, for his thinking; that he needed this solitude, keeping in touch
only with the people who were close to him. I now think that I should have tried
to see him again, but I think I didn’t try out of respect. I am still suffering from
not having seen him again, even more so because I don’t think there were any
external reasons.”

ON THE COMPOSITION OF THIS VOLUME

With the growing interest in Foucault’s recently translated course lectures at the
College de France (1973-84), and our recent transcription of Deleuze’s course
lectures on Foucault, released by the Bibliotheque Nationale de France (2011),
the editors of this volume believe that the time is ripe to address the relationship
between Foucault and Deleuze directly. We have taken the cue for our title from
Paul Patton and John Protevi’s 2003 book Between Deleuze and Derrida* Like this
carlier volume, our collection of essays brings together both senior and junior schol-
ars from diverse backgrounds to clarify the implications of an ongoing important
philosophical encounter that took place between two of the greatest French thinkers
of the post-war period.

The volume is divided into four sections. The first section stands apart in that it
contains two texts in which Foucault and Deleuze directly commented on each other’s
work. Foucault’s essay “Theatrum Philosophicum” was published in 1970 in the influ-
ential French journal Critique* It contains the famous comment that “perhaps one
day, this century will be known as Deleuzian,” but this oft-cited soundbite can conceal
the depth of Foucault’s engagement with two of Deleuze most important yet difh-
cult texts: Difference and Repetition and Logic of Sense. Deleuze’s piece entitled “Michel
Foucault’s Main Concepts” is an article that Deleuze wrote in 1984 immediately after
Foucaults death, but left unpublished. Instead, Deleuze decided to devote his 1985-6
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seminar to Foucaults work, which resulted in the publication of his book Foucault in
1986. The article, which was not published until 2003,* shows that the broad outlines
of Deleuze’s reading of Foucault were already in place, although some of the material
in the article finds no parallel in the 1986 book. These two primary texts are supple-
mented by Francois Dosse’s analysis of the complex friendship between Foucault and
Deleuze, as well as Antonio Negri’s account of the context in which he himself first read
and appropriated Foucault’s writings.

The middle three sections form the substance of the volume and contain arti-
cles by an array of prominent scholars organized around three fundamental themes:
methodology and the notion of critique; convergences and divergences between
Foucault and Deleuze; and the concepts of desire, power, and resistance. The volume
concludes with an appendix containing the text of an interview that Paul Rabinow
conducted with Deleuze shortly after Foucault’s death, prefaced by Rabinow’s own
recollections of the context of the interview and an analysis of its content.

The editors would like to thank the each of the scholars who have contributed to
this book for their extraordinary work as well as their unflinching support. We also
owe a debt of gratitude to Samantha Bankston, Alex Feldman, and Kristopher Klotz,
who translated several of the essays in the volume, superbly and at short notice. Carol
MacDonald, at Edinburgh University Press, is a meticulous yet accommodating
editor, and it has been a pleasure to be able to rely on her steady hand and keen eye
during the production of the volume.

NOTES

1. An earlier version of this essay was published as “Introduction,” Foucault Studies, Special
Issue on Foucault and Deleuze, 17 (April 2014): 4-10.

2. Gilles Deleuze, Negotiations, 1972—1990, trans. Martin Joughin (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1995), 94.

3. Francois Dosse, Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari: Intersecting Lives, trans. Deborah
Glassman (New York: Columbia University Press, 2010), 328.

4. Frédéric Gros, “Le Foucault de Deleuze: une fiction métaphysique,” Philosophie 47,
(September 1995), 54.

5. Frédéric Gros, “Interview with Francois Dosse,” in Dosse, Gilles Deleuze ¢ Félix Guattari,
327.

6. Gilles Deleuze, Foucault, trans. Sedn Hand (Minnesota: University of Minnesota Press,
1988), 84-5.

7. Gilles Deleuze, “Fendre les choses, fendre les mots” [1986], in Pourparlers (Paris: Minuit,
1990), 117.

8. Gilles Deleuze, “Desire and Pleasure,” in Two Regimes of Madness: texts and interviews
1975-1995, ed. David Lapoujade, trans. Ames Hodges and Mike Taormina (Los Angeles:
Semoiotexte, 2006), 131.

9. Michel Foucault, “The Gay Science,” trans. Nicolae Morar and Dan Smith, Critical
Inquiry 37:3 (Spring 2011), 385-403. In his letter, Deleuze mentions an earlier encounter



BETWEEN DELEUZE AND FOUCAULT

10.
11.

12.

13.
14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

with Foucault when Michel told him, “T cannot bear the word desire; even if you use it in
another way,” in Deleuze, “Desire and Pleasure.”

Dosse, Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari, 318.

Foucault made this remark in his 1970 essay on Deleuze, “Theatrum Philosophicum,”
which is included in The Essential Works of Foucault, Vol. 2, Aesthetics, Method, and
Epistemology, ed. James D. Faubion, trans. Roburt Hurley and others (London: Penguin
Press, 1998), 343, translation modified.

Friedrich Nietzsche, Euvres philosophiques complétes, ed. Gilles Deleuze, Michel Foucault
et al. (Paris: Gallimard, 1977).

Dosse, Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari, 307.

Pierre Klossowski, Nietzsche and the Vicious Circle, trans. Daniel W. Smith (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1997).

Pierre Klossowski, 7/he Baphomet, trans. Sophie Hawkes and Stephen Sartarelli (Hygiene,
CO: Eridanos Press, 1988).

Judith Revel, “Interview with Francois Dosse,” in Dosse, Gilles Deleuze and Félix
Guattari, 313.

Dosse, Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari, 312.

Gilles Deleuze, Paris VIII Foucault Seminar, BNF audio archives, 7 January 1986.

Ibid.

This hypothesis is further developed by Paul Patton in “Activism, Philosophy, and
Actuality in Deleuze and Foucault,” Deleuze Studies, vol. 4, 2010, supplement, 84-103,
especially 85.

Jacques Donzelot, “Interview with Francois Dosse,” in Dosse, Gilles Deleuze and Félix
Guattari, 315.

Gilles Deleuze, “Letter to James Miller (7 February 1990),” in James Miller, Michel
Foucault (Paris: Plon, 1993), 346.

Paul Patton and John Protevi (eds.), Between Deleuze and Derrida (London and New York:
Continuum, 2003).

Michel Foucault, “Theatrum philosophicum,” in Critigue 282 (November 1970),
885-908.

Gilles Deleuze, “Sur les principaux concepts de Michel Foucault,” in Dewux régimes
de fous: lextes et entretiens 1975-1995, ed. David Lapoujade (Paris: Minuit, 2003),
226-46.



PART |

Encounters






CHAPTER 1

Deleuze and Foucault:

A Philosophical Friendship

Francois Dosse

“Perhaps one day this century will be known as Deleuzian.”" Michel Foucault’s
lucid remark, made in 1969, has often been repeated. As for Deleuze, “Gilles deeply
admired Michel Foucault.” Although they saw each other frequently and fought
alongside each other for the same political causes, they never really worked together.
Yet as the final tributes were being paid to Foucault at La Salpétriere before a crowd
of several hundred mourners, it was Deleuze who stood and read an excerpt from
the preface to The Use of Pleasure. Some basic disagreements were surely motivated
by a certain rivalry as to who incarnated the authority of critical thinking, at least
so far as Foucault was concerned, according to Paul Veyne, a close friend of his.
“I got the feeling that Foucault saw Deleuze as a rival.”” Foucault was exasperated to
see Nietzsche’s works linked so closely to Deleuze’s reading and teased Veyne, telling
him that what he really liked in Nietzsche was “Deleuze’s Nietzsche.™

Deleuze, however, was not jealous of Foucault, toward whom he always claimed
some closeness. “I never worked with Foucault. But I do think there are a lot of
parallels between our work (with Guattari) and his, although they’re as it were held
at a distance because of our widely differing methods and even our objectives.”
Regarding their putative rivalry, “I'll say this: the fact that Foucault existed, with
such a forceful and mysterious personality, the fact that he wrote such wonderful
books, with such style, has never caused me anything but delight.”® For Deleuze,
any rivalry toward Foucault, for whom he felt only admiration, was unimaginable.
“Perhaps we met too late. I respected him deeply. The atmosphere changed when
he came into a room. There was something different in the air. Things changed.
It was atmospheric. Something emanated from Foucault. Foucault’s gestures were
astonishingly sharp and elegant.”

Their story starts in October 1952, in Lille. Deleuze and his friend Jean-Pierre
Bamberger were teaching at Amiens High School at the time and attended a lecture
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by Foucault, who was giving a psychology course at the University of Lille. In the
early 1950s, Foucault was quite close to the French Communist Party and Deleuze
was on target: “What I heard quite clearly reflected a Marxist perspective.”® At the
end of the conference, Bamberger invited them both to dinner at his place. Their
first meeting was icy; it seemed unlikely that they would meet again.

They met again in 1962; it had taken ten years. At that point, Foucault was
a professor at Clermont-Ferrand and was finishing his Raymond Roussel and The
Birth of the Clinic. Deleuze had just published Niezzsche, which Foucault had liked
very much. As Jules Vuillemin had been elected to the College de France, a position
opened up at the University of Clermont-Ferrand. Foucault suggested that Deleuze
might replace Vuillemin; Deleuze came to Clermont and spent the day with Fou-
cault, whom he had not seen since the dinner in Lille. “The meeting went very
well, and everybody was happy. The philosophy department approved Deleuze’s
appointment unanimously and Vuillemin got it approved by the faculty board in
a unanimous vote.”” The promise of collaboration between Foucault and Deleuze
within the same philosophy department was stillborn, however, as the Ministry of
Universities had already decided to appoint Roger Garaudy, a high-ranking French
Communist Party and Politburo member. During this period, Deleuze was posted
at the University of Lyon, and he and Foucault opposed Garaudy, a shared posi-
tion that brought them closer to one another. “They saw each other regularly
when Deleuze traveled to Paris. And without really becoming intimate, they were
friendly enough for Foucault to lend his apartment to Deleuze and his wife when
he was away.”"

In the early 1960s, Foucault and Deleuze were working together for
Gallimard on an edition of Nietzsche’s complete works, which profoundly
changed the way Nietzsche had been read in France until then." Both men also
participated in one of the most important occasions of the “return to Nietzsche”:
the 1964 conference at Royaumont. Both were close to Pierre Klossowski, who
had translated The Gay Science in 1954; this was their first major meeting in
a philosophical undertaking. Deleuze had met Klossowski through Marie-
Magdeleine Davy’s circle during the war. When Klossowski published Nietzsche
and the Vicious Circle in 1969, he dedicated it to Deleuze, in homage to his
Nietzsche and Philosophy.

Both Deleuze and Foucault worked on Klossowski individually, and each dis-
covered a common object of inquiry inspired directly by his writings."?

Both philosophers saw in Klossowski’s work an extension of the tradition of trans-
gressive literature, crossing fiction with philosophy along the lines of a simulacrum.
“The paradoxical mimesis that both actualizes and exorcizes makes the simulacrum
the point where the relationship between the profane and sacred is inverted.”"” It was
important to question the false identity of things and beings by breaking them open
in the ways made possible by the simulacrum and the proliferation of masks. Here,
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the Foucauldian theme of the death of man, which had made The Order of Things
a success and a scandal, came to the fore. “Klossowski’s entire work moves toward
a single goal: to assure the loss of personal identity, to dissolve itself.”"* Foucault
and Deleuze thus consolidated their Nietzscheism — or anti-Hegelianism — using the
simulacrum as a war-machine against thought based on identity and representation.
Deleuze admired Klossowksi’s last novel, 7he Baphomet (dedicated to Foucault),
which provided a way out of the moral and theological dilemma between Good and
Evil by showing that the two systems are not alternatives but simultaneous, consti-
tuting “a grandiose sequel to Zarathustra.”"”

Separately — Deleuze was in Lyon, and Foucault was in Sidi Bou Said in Tunisia —
both were enthusiastic about May ’68. In his seminar on Foucault, Deleuze insisted
on the importance of the event for understanding the issues in Foucauldian phi-
losophy, which are theoretical and practical. In 1986, recalling this founding event,
Deleuze pointed out its international importance and its contagious energy, which
was as hard to describe as to imagine in the desert of the 1980s.'® For Deleuze, call-
ing into question the various forms of centralization was the agent of this rupture.

During the summer of 1968, when the creation of a university at Vincennes
was being considered, Foucault was designated to create the philosophy depart-
ment. He quite naturally contacted Deleuze, who had to decline temporarily for
reasons of ill health. Deleuze was publishing Difference and Repetition and The Logic
of Sense at the time, which Foucault greeted as a philosophical revolution. He was
enthused by what he described as a “bolt of lightning that will be named Deleuze:
a new way of thinking is possible; thought is possible once more. It does not lie in
the future, promised by the most distant of new beginnings. It is here in Deleuze’s
texts, springing forth, dancing before us, in our midst; genital thought, intensive
thought, affirmative thought, a-categorical thought.”"” As early as 1969, Foucault
had clearly understood Deleuze’s philosophy as first and foremost a “philosophy of
the event,” as Frangois Zourabichvili later demonstrated.'® Foucault showed how
the fundamental question posed by Deleuze is that of knowing what thinking s,
situating thought within the “affirmative disjunction”” of the event and the phan-
tasm. As if echoing Foucault, Deleuze concluded his seminar on 20 May 1986,

with the remark, “Only one thing has ever interested Foucault: what does it mean
to think?”*

THE PrisON INFORMATION GROUP ADVENTURE

In the early 1970s, their philosophical proximity extended to politics when
Foucault created the Prison Information Group (GIP), which Deleuze joined
shortly thereafter. The GIP was born out of the dissolution in May 1970 of the
GP (Proletarian Left) by Interior Minister Raymond Marcellin. The ruling party
was hardening its repressive policy regarding left-wing agitation in the post-1968
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period and imprisoning several of the group’s militants, including Alain Geismar.
In September 1970, the imprisoned militants began a twenty-five-day hunger strike
to be granted political-prisoner status, but the strike failed. In January 1971, they
began a new hunger strike that elicited greater public support.

Alfred Kastler, Paul Ricoeur and Pierre Vidal-Naquet requested an audience
with Minister of Justice René Eleven and were promised a commission to rule on
the conditions of imprisonment. Finally, after thirty-four days without food for
some, “the lawyers Henri Leclerc and Georges Kiejman, in a press conference at
the Saint-Bernard chapel on 8 February 1971, announced the end of the hunger
strike””" and the creation of a special detention regimen for the prisoners. During
the press conference, three well-known intellectuals, Michel Foucault, Pierre Vidal-
Naquet and Jean-Marie Domenach, the director of the journal Espriz, announced
the creation of the GIP. Initially, the group grew directly out of the Maoist current
of thought to protect GP militants being prosecuted by the government and given
arbitrary sentences. The former GP members had in fact created a Political Prison-
ers Organization that was overseen first by Serge July and then by Benny Lévy, but
the GP soon became independent.

Without having any prior consultation, Daniel Defert suggested Foucault’s
name to organize a committee to investigate the general situation in prisons.
Foucault accepted, and “at the end of December, he brought together at his home
the people he thought would be able either to create or to prepare a commission
of inquiry into prisons.”*”* The group quickly agreed on their method of inquiry.
The lawyer Christine Martineau was finishing a book on work in prisons and, with
the help of the philosopher Danielle Ranciére, had already designed a question-
naire to distribute to the prisoners: “Our model was Marx’s workers™ survey.”” In
the end, thanks to Foucault, who was disappointed by the popular inquiries led by
Maoist militants after 1968,* the plans for a commission of inquiry turned into
the GIP. The GIP was entirely decentralized (one group per prison). Very quickly,
this Parisian model gained ground in the provincial prisons to which the militants
had been sent. As a form of organization, it immediately appealed to Deleuze for
its practical and effective resistance and because it broke with all forms of central-
ized bureaucratic machinery, defining itself instead as a microstructure. “The GIP
developed one of the only left-wing groups that worked without being centralized.
... Foucault knew how not to behave like the boss.””

Using as an excuse the mounting tension since the September 1971 Clairvaux
prison riots, which had culminated in a guard and a nurse being taken hostage by
two prisoners, Buffet and Bontens, the Minister of Justice, decided to try to calm
the anxious prison guards and punish the prisoners collectively by refusing to let
them receive their Christmas parcels that year. The decision fueled further protests
in the prisons: in the winter of 1971-2, thirty-two rebellions broke out, during
some of which prisoners destroyed cells and occupied rooftops. On Christmas Eve,
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the GIP organized a demonstration in front of the Santé Prison in Paris that both
Foucault and Deleuze attended. Violent clashes broke out throughout the month
of December, notably at the prison in Toul, where fifteen prisoners were wounded.

GIP intellectuals were occasionally asked to go to the provinces. In Nancy, for
example, a riot had been strongly quelled and charges had been brought against
six of the two hundred rioters. Deleuze, along with Daniel Defert, Hélene Cixous,
Jean-Pierre Faye, Jacques Donzelot, among others, made the trip to join the protest
demonstration. Foucault could not attend, having been arrested after helping an
immigrant who was being beaten up in the metro. In Nancy’s central town square,
Jean-Pierre Faye was chatting with a journalist from LEsz Républicain, who was com-
menting on how uninteresting the demonstration was. Faye advised him to wait
a few minutes longer before judging it. “As soon as I said those prophetic words,

”% Deleuze stood up on a bench to speak, was quickly cut off by

the cops rushed us.
the police, and said, “Since my boss isn’t here, 'm going to speak in his place.” As the
police were charging, Deleuze was overcome by his respiratory problems and became
seriously ill; he lay down on the ground and became semicomatose. Foucault’s young
friend Jacques Donzelot was extremely concerned and stayed with him. “When he

came to, he said to me, ‘Oh, are you here with me? How kind of you!””*’

At Paris VIII, when Donzelot defended his thesis on “Policing the Family”** —
his thesis director was Jean-Claude Passeron — Deleuze proposed that he be part
of the jury. “I suddenly got stage fright. I couldn’t think of anything to say, so I
just said, “Why do I have to give a formal summary, since you've already read my
work?” Deleuze stepped in, saying, ‘Don’t worry, I'll summarize your thesis for you.’
Great!”” When the time came to publish the thesis, Deleuze offered to write the
preface, but that caused tensions between Foucault and Deleuze. Donzelot had just
defended a very Foucauldian thesis, and when he told Foucault that Deleuze was
going to write the preface, he got a sharp reply. “I detest that sort of thing, I can’t
stand it when old men come and put their stamp on young people’s work.”” In the
end, so as not to ruffle Foucault, Deleuze wrote an afterword instead of a preface.”

On 17 January 1972, the GIP managed to persuade Sartre and Foucault to dem-
onstrate together at a protest against repression in prisons. A small group of public
figures aimed to get inside the Ministry of Justice on Place Vendéme to hold a press
conference. The cream of Parisian intelligentsia sat down in the ministry halls to
listen to Foucault, who started to read the declaration made by the Melun prison-
ers. The police intervened half-heartedly as the demonstrators jeered and yelled “Jail
Pleven!” or “Pleven’s a murderer!” “The cops push harder. They get mad. Sartre
resists. Foucault resists. Faye resists. Deleuze resists and can’t stop laughing. But the
cops end up winning and manage to throw all of us right back out onto the side-
walk.”” Finally kicked out of the Ministry of Justice, which was now protected by
a three-deep ring of armed and helmeted riot police, the press conference was held
in the offices of the Libération press agency on rue Dussoubs.
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Shortly thereafter, on 31 January 1972, Deleuze wrote a text entitled “What
Our Prisoners Expect from Us” for the Nouvel Observateur.”® He listed the prisoners’
demands concerning the lifting of censorship, the disciplinary committee and disci-
plinary wards, using their labor and their conditional liberation, seeing the prisoners’
statements as something completely new: not a “public confession” but a “personalized
critique.”34 During the demonstrations, Foucault was especially attentive to Deleuze
and worried about his health. On 16 December 1972, during confrontations with the
police, Claude Mauriac was with Foucault and a small group just after a police charge.
“Have you seen Deleuze? I hope he hasn't been arrested . . . That’s how worried Michel
Foucault was — he was very pale.””

Apart from the actions concerning prisons, the GIP also organized to protest
acts of repression and racism. During the spring of 1971, the Jaubert affair broke.
Alain Jaubert, a Nouvel Observateur journalist, was a witness to police violence
during a demonstration by French West Indians. He was carted off in a police van
and beaten up by the special service responsible for crowd control.® At a meeting
chaired by Claude Mauriac, Foucault announced the creation of an investigative
committee. A press conference was held on 21 June 1971. Denis Langlois spoke
first, then Deleuze. “An initial group of questions starts with the communiqué
released by the Prefecture of Police on May 30 . .. This communiqué is entirely
unbelievable because it wasn’t written to be believed. It has another goal — to intim-
idate.™’

In the fall of 1971, a young Algerian manhandled the female concierge of
his apartment building in Goutte d’Or. The concierge’s husband saw it happen,
retrieved his rifle, and killed the Algerian, claiming that it was an accident. The case
cast the mounting racial tensions in the neighborhood into full light, and demon-
strations were organized to denounce the racist murder. Foucault created a new
investigative committee, whose members included Deleuze, Jean Genet, Claude
Mauriac, and Jean-Claude Passeron, among others. On 27 November 1971, Sartre
and Foucault led a meeting in the Goutte d’Or in the name of an “Appeal to the
Workers of the Neighborhood” signed by Deleuze, Foucault, Michel Leiris, Yves
Montand, Jean Genet, Sartre, and Simone Signoret.”

These militant actions in 1971 and 1972 gave Deleuze and Foucault an oppor-
tunity to start a dialogue about how they defined the new responsibilities of intel-
lectuals with respect to power. It was during the 1972 interview that Deleuze used
Guattari’s formula: “We are all groupuscules.” For Deleuze, the GIP was the
expression of a new type of organization that could renew the relationship between
theory and practice, setting them in a more concrete, local, and partial frame-
work. “A theorizing intellectual, for us, is no longer a subject, a representing or
representative consciousness.”*” Foucault similarly argued that the universal role of
intellectuals as the incarnation of the discourse of Truth was over, because societal
democratization allowed every social group to express its dissatisfactions perfectly
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well without them. Rather, intellectuals should concentrate on the struggle against
forms of power. Their job is to determine the various loci of power and to trace
their genealogy.

Although the two friends grew closer during these years with respect to the
political sphere, their ideas about political engagement were not exactly the same.
“On one hand, Foucault took experience and practices as his point of departure and
conceptualized from there. Deleuze and Guattari invented war-machines and then
tried them out.”® Thus Foucault, who spent time at Saint-Anne and was interested
in psychiatry, created the GIP, then wrote Discipline and Punish, and worked on
an analysis of power. Deleuze and Guattari, by contrast, produced concepts and
machines and then tested what they produced in social reality. Guattari’s ideas were
inscribed within a whole series of social practices linked to Marxism, institutional
psychotherapy, and a series of research groups like the CERFI (Centre d’études, de
recherches, et de formation institutionnelles), which were experimental sites for the
concepts he had worked out with Deleuze.

Despite his reticence with respect to Guattari and his desire to remain ata distance
from his groups, Foucault did let himself be persuaded by Deleuze to be involved in
several issues of the CERFI’s publications. He contributed to two issues of Recherches:
The Public Works of Power and Three Billion Perverts in 1973.2 At the same time,
during the 1971-2 academic year, Deleuze participated in Foucault’s seminar at the
College de France, where Foucault was analyzing the nineteenth-century case of
Pierre Rivitre, who, at the age of twenty, slit the throats of his mother, brother, and
sister and left behind his memoirs, which were partially published in 1836.

A TIME oF DISCORD

The other period when Foucault and Deleuze were both politically engaged came
in 1977, during the Klaus Croissant affair. On 11 July 1977, the Baader—-Meinhof
gang’s attorney came from Germany to Paris secking political asylum: in his own
country he was being treated as a Baader “agent” and as the terrorists’ puppet. As
soon as he arrived in Paris, the German authorities requested his arrest and deporta-
tion. On 30 September, the French police arrested him. The attorney Gérard Soulier,
a friend of Guattari’s who was very active in the CINEL (Centre d’Initiatives pour
de Nouveaux Espaces Libres), learned of the arrest while reading Le Monde as he
was about to drop off to sleep. “That woke me up!”* He leapt up from the couch,
got out the legal directory, and called Jean-Jacques de Felice, Tubiana, and Antoine
Compte, who organized a press conference with Henri Nogueres, the president
of the League for Human Rights. On 26 October 1977, Minister of Justice Alan
DPeyrefitte declared, “France cannot become a sanctuary for terrorists.” In early
November, a hearing was held in the tenth chamber of the Court of Appeal in Paris
to rule on the request for deportation; on 16 November 1977, as a small crowd was
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gathering in front of the Santé Prison along with Foucault and Deleuze, the police
charged. Croissant was escorted to the German border.

By this point, the disagreements between the two friends were threatening their
friendship. Both joined the demonstration against the deportation of Croissant, but
Foucault refused to sign the petition, which already included the names of Deleuze
and Guattari, since he thought it was too complacent with respect to the Red Army
Faction terrorists and wanted to more carefully and specifically define his support
to Croissant.** Claude Mauriac remembers calling Foucault “to ask him how hed
reacted to Guattari’s phone call about the deportation request for Baader’s attorney,
Klaus Croissant. We'd had no prior discussion but had both refused to sign the text,
agreeing on a definite 70 to deportation but refusing to take responsibility for what
the text said about Germany.”*

Years later, Foucault’s American biographer, James Miller, asked Deleuze what
had changed their friendship so irrevocably. On 7 February 7 1990, five years after
Foucault’s death, Deleuze gave a three-point response:

(1) There’s obviously no single answer. One of us could have answered one way
one day and another way the next. Not because we are fickle. But because there
are many reasons in this area and no single reason is “essential.” And because
none of them is essential, there are always several answers at once. The only
important thing is that I had long agreed with him philosophically and on spe-
cific occasions, I no longer made the same evaluations as he did on several points
at once. (2) This didn't lead to any “cooling” of relations between us, or to any
“explanations.” We saw each other less often, as if by the force of circumstances.
And from there on, it became more and more difficult to meet up again. It is
strange, we didn’t stop seeing each other because we didn’t get along, but because
we weren't seeing each other any more, a kind of incomprehension or distance
between us took hold. (3) I can tell you that I constantly miss seeing him,
increasingly so. So what stopped me from calling him? That’s where a deeper
reason comes into it. Rightly or wrongly, I believed that he wanted greater soli-
tude, for his life, for his thinking; that he needed this solitude, keeping in touch
only with the people who were close to him. I now think that I should have tried
to see him again, but I think I didn’t try out of respect. I am still suffering from
not having seen him again, even more so because I don't think there were any
external reasons.*

This letter says a lot, but is also evasive. To better understand this radical break, we
have to scrutinize several points of disagreement. In the first place, in 1977, Deleuze
and Foucault had diametrically opposed positions regarding the new philosophers:
Foucault supported them, but they were violently challenged by Deleuze.” In addi-
tion to the Croissant affair, they also diverged deeply on the Israeli-Palestinian ques-
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tion. Edward Said spoke with James Miller about this in November 1989. He saw
the Middle East conflict as one of the major causes of their disagreement: he got the
information from Deleuze himself, which Deleuze did not contradict when Miller
put the question to him.” While Deleuze wrote a long article glorifying Yasser Ara-
fat,” Foucault denounced the UN resolution equating Zionism with racism,” and
in 1978, in the middle of the Lebanese crisis, he attacked the totalitarianism of Syria
and the Soviet Union but spared Israeli politics.

In 1981, when the Socialists were voted into power in France, a new political
disagreement arose. Deleuze was won over and even excited by the early days of
Mitterrand’s presidency. He thought it best to demonstrate goodwill and allow
the Socialists to carry on with their work. Foucault thought it better to criticize
them, just as one would criticize any other party in power, if not more so, because
now the Communists had become part of Pierre Mauroy’s government. When
Jacques Donzelot met Deleuze for the last time, it was “in 1981, at the Panthéon.
He was following Mitterrand. I ran into him; I was walking the other way. He
said to me, “What's happening is fantastic!” and I answered, no, that Mitterrand
was a cynical politician who had been successful. He was thrilled!””" Their diver-
gent judgments became obvious when General Jaruzelski staged a coup d’état
in Poland in 1981, crushing the dreams of the Solidarnost leader Lech Walgsa.
Foucault and Bourdieu drafted an appeal criticizing the weaknesses of this new
Socialist government in the face of a new Stalinesque show of strength. Deleuze
was asked to sign but declined; he signed a different appeal written by Jack Lang
and revised by Jean-Pierre Faye denouncing the repression in Poland while at the
same time praising Mitterrand’s actions.

In addition to their political disagreements, Deleuze and Foucault also
admitted their many philosophical differences, even if these could not account
for the severance of their ties. After expressing great admiration for Difference
and Repetition and The Logic of Sense when they were published, Foucault was
perplexed by Anti-Oedipus in 1972. While he did write a preface to the 1977
American edition, in which he hailed Anti-Oedipus as the first ethical book to
be written in a long time, according to Donzelot this was not a true reflection
of Foucault’s feelings about his friend’s book. “Foucault didn’t like Anzi-Oedipus
and told me so quite often.””* Jacques Donzelot wrote his own enthusiastic cri-
tique for Esprit,”” something that Foucault was glad not to have to do. For him,
the book was “a language effect, like Céline. He [Foucault] took my paper to give
it to an American journal, managing in that way to feel justified for not having
written anything about it.””*

In the first volume of his History of Sexuality, Foucault settled his accounts with
psychoanalysis and with Lacan’s theory of lack.” He argued against the Freudian
conception of desire and strongly refuted the claim that society had become pro-
gressively repressive since the classical age. He demonstrated that, to the contrary,
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discourses about sex were proliferating rather than slowly diminishing. Foucault’s
criticism of desire and “desirers” caught Deleuze and Guattari in the crossfire. In
response, Deleuze wrote Foucault a personal letter that he sent through Francois
Ewald, describing his arguments point by point — the letter was published as “Desire
and Pleasure.”®
what pertained, for him, to the “body without organs-desires” and what pertained
for Foucault to “body-pleasures.” He recalled how virulently Foucault had rejected
the concept of desire: “the last time we saw each other, Michel said very kindly and

affectionately, something like: I cant stand the word desire; even if you use it dif-

In it, Deleuze asked if it could be possible to consider as equivalent

ferently, I can’t stop myself from thinking or feeling that desire equals lack, or that
desire is said to be repressed.””” Deleuze, along the lines of Spinoza, saw pleasures
as so many obstacles along the path of the desire to be, of conatus (striving), self-
accomplishment, or perseverance in being, that could therefore only lead to loss.
Pleasure, for him, interrupted the “immanent process of desire.”

Wounded by the letter, Foucault did not reply. He saw it as one more reason
to break off their friendship. “Shortly afterward, Foucault abruptly decided that he
would see no more of Deleuze.”
offended Foucault, we need to bear in mind that despite the obvious and immediate
public success of his book, which led to a reprint of twenty-two thousand copies

after an initial print run of twenty-two thousand, and despite very favorable press

To better understand why Deleuze’s skepticism so

reviews, Foucault’s circle was disconcerted by the book’s central argument question-
ing the battle against repression. It was hard to understand, after an entire decade of
doing just this, how the battle on behalf of the freedom of sexual minorities could
be viewed as a deployment of biopower. There were vocal criticisms and expressed
incomprehension; Baudrillard’s Forger Foucault was the final straw, so stunning the
weakened philosopher that he abandoned the entire edifice that he had planned. It
was only after seven years of silence, after having thoroughly revisited its premises,
that he published the second volume of his History of Sexualiry.

The question of desire was altogether central in the split with Deleuze; after
all, questioning desire had initially brought them togetller.60 Deleuze and Fou-
cault both thought that Freud and Lacan had failed to really examine desire by
reducing it to lack or interdiction. “But if the two philosophers were more closely
aligned on behalf of a common cause than before, their differences still remain
irreconcilable.”® In 1983, Foucault was very clear about their disagreement dur-
ing a long interview with Gérard Raulet, who asked him if he agreed with the
idea that there was some similarity between his thought and Deleuze’s. “Would
this similarity extend to the Deleuzian conception of desire?” Foucault’s succinct
answer was categorical: “No, that’s the point.”62 In fact, they gave different answers
to a common line of inquiry. Both were concerned with building a non-fascist
life ethic and agreed on the absence of naturalness and the spontaneity of desire
ordered into arrangements, but Deleuze and Guattari saw desire as a concatenation
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of arrangements within a decidedly constructivist perspective. “Deleuze’s philo-
sophical stroke of genius is to invent a new vitalism, to seek the conditions not of
possibility but of reality between expression and construction.”® What was also
playing out in their different concepts of desire was the way that each appropri-
ated Nietzsche, whom Deleuze used particularly for the way he addressed desire in
The Will to Power; Foucault was more interested in the question of truth in On the
Genealogy of Morality.

Deleuze’s conception of desire was rooted in Nietzsche and also strongly influ-
enced by Spinoza’s power of being. Deleuze introduced the power of being into an
ontology. In January 1986, in his seminar on Foucault, Deleuze went back to the
Foucauldian conception of desire/pleasure, explaining Foucaults refusal of the con-
cept of desire and attachment to the idea of the body and its pleasures as the expres-
sion of a sexless sexuality with which he concluded his work The Will to Knowledge.
According to Deleuze, the will to replace a “molar” conception with sex at its center
by a “molecular” approach to multiform pleasures was inspired by Proust’s defini-
tion of the three levels in Sodom and Gomorrah: the great group of heterosexual rela-
tions; a second level where same refers to same, man to man and woman to woman;

1,>** in which each man

and a third level that is “no longer vertical, but transversa
has a feminine aspect and each woman a masculine aspect that do not communicate
with each other, whence the absolute need for four terms and molecular arrange-

ments. Pulverizing the theme of guilt, Proust “even talks about local pleasures.”®

TuHe TRUTH

The publication of The Will to Knowledge created a new disagreement between
Foucault and Deleuze about the return of the theme of truth. As Jacques Donzelot
recalled, “Deleuze often spoke to me about that, saying ‘Jacques, what do you
think, Michel is completely nuts, what’s this old idea about truth? He’s taking
us back to that old idea, veridiction! Oh, it can’t be!’”® In his letter to Foucault,
Deleuze explicitly voiced his concern about seeing this term return in Foucault’s
work. “The danger is: is Michel returning to an analog of the ‘constituting subject’
and why does he feel the need to resuscitate the truth even if he does make it into
a new concept?”® For Foucault, it was not a question of revisiting the traditional
confrontation between true and false. Talking with Paul Veyne one night about
truth in Heidegger and Wittgenstein, Foucault added “literally (because I wrote
his sentence down): the question is why truth is so little true?”®® If it is indeed a
question of arousing from its slumbers an old traditional concept, it is “to make it
play on a different stage, even at the risk of turning it against itself.”®

But in his 1977 letter, Deleuze expresses his sheer surprise concerning the means
for Foucault’s changing views. Starting from the idea that systems of power are,
like those of counter-powers, bearers of truth, Foucault made the question of truth

21



BETWEEN DELEUZE AND FOUCAULT

depend on the question of power. Thus the “problem of the role of the intellectual
in Michel’s thought” was raised, along with “his way of reintroducing the category
of truth, since, by completely renewing it and making it depend on power, he can
find material in this renewal that can be turned against power. But here, I don't see
how.””® Trying to understand the Foucauldian use of the true in his 19856 seminar,
Deleuze perceived a disjunction in Foucault’s thought between the realms of seeing
and of saying, the visible and the spoken. Starting from this paradoxical tension,
the game of truth is played out, for speaking is not seeing. But both philosophers
grant the two positions truth. Foucault ends up finding in the objective of truth the
function of philosophy: “I can’t see many other definitions of the word ‘philosophy’
besides that one.””" By contrast, for Deleuze, the importance of an affirmation or a
concept is not determined by the truth: “on the contrary, it’s its importance and its
novelty that determine its ‘truth.”””

Crossovers between Foucault and Deleuze exist on many levels: they often
used the same authors and sources, but in different and often irreconcilable ways.
For example, when Deleuze stopped writing portraits in the history of philoso-
phy, he drew heavily from Stoicism for The Logic of Sense. Foucault also drew
from Stoic arguments in his very late works. He had already allusively adopted the
Stoic outlook of The Logic of Sense in stating that it was necessary that utterances
be granted their specific “materiality,” which would be something on the order
of incorporeal materiality. Deleuze and Foucault also had a common enemy in
Platonism and made use of the same aspects of Stoicism, such as the primacy of
the event. “Foucault and Deleuze also emphasize that the Stoic art of the event
seeks to insert the self into the immanence of the world and of time.””” But
they used the Stoics differently. Deleuze’s was more of a philosophical history of
philosophy wherein the Stoics shifted the entire way of thinking within which
“philosophy gets confused with ontology.””* Deleuze tended to look at the early
Stoics, whereas Foucault favored the later Stoics of imperial Rome, the reputed
moralists such as Epictetus or Marcus Aurelius.

For both of them, their relationship to the Greeks was mediated by Nietzsche;
for Nietzsche, from the Greek age onward, the philosopher is he who affirms life.
“The will to power in Nietzsche means the affirmation of life, and no longer judg-
ing life as the sovereign-Desire.”” Foucaults interest in the Greeks in 7he Use of
Pleasure was also derived from Nietzsche, but he put forward some very personal
propositions: who could be the free man chosen to shepherd the civic community
in the Greek city of antiquity? “Only he who knows how to govern himself is apt
to govern others.””® Deleuze identifies this as Foucault’s central idea, which broke
with his previous work: this government of self is removed from both knowledge
and power to become a veritable “art of the self.””” However, this strength of sub-
jectification is not primary because it remains dependent on the singularity of the
“Greek diagram.”
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Where Foucault and Deleuze used the Stoics in similar ways, they were also
very different if we compare Deleuze’s fundamentally affirmative and resolutely
Spinozan philosophy and metaphysical approach and Foucault’s fundamentally
Kantian philosophy, integrating negativity occasionally to the point of skepti-
cism. “For me, his books are great works of skepticism. That is where the truth of
Foucault lies, in a modern skepticism linked to a quite mysterious form of engage-
ment.””® Spinoza was not unimportant to Foucault. “Daniel Defert told me that
Foucault had used Spinoza, which was on his bedside when he died. He was in
the process of rereading him.””

Just as Deleuze adhered closely to Spinoza in his idea of temporality or eternity
proper to the conatus and eluding chronos, Foucault preferred just as strongly the
practice of discontinuities and radical rents in the fabric of time. Here, Deleuze
favored an ontology of ever-increasing power, whereas Foucault was closer to
Kantian criticism. In his 1985-6 seminar, Deleuze remarked, “there is a neo-
Kantianism peculiar to Foucault.”® During what he called his “little promenade”
through Kant, Deleuze paid vibrant tribute to Kant’s insight, which he thought
extraordinary.®’ According to Deleuze, Foucault found the Kantian gap in his
manner of distinguishing between seeing and speaking, which were so different
in nature that one could not be reduced to the other. If this gap could not be
filled, how could knowledge exist? What Deleuze saw in this Kantian question
was an analogy between Kant’s situation of being caught between understanding
and intuition and Foucault’s grappling with the two heterogeneous dimensions of
“visible” and “utterable.”

Reversing their usual roles, while Deleuzian vitalism — considered dangerous —
has often been contrasted with Foucault’s neo-Kantianism and credited with being
more respectful of established limits, Deleuze called Foucaults positions dangerous
on several occasions. He explained what he meant. “Dangerous, yes, because there’s
violence in Foucault. An intense violence that he mastered, controlled, and turned
into courage. He trembled with violence at some demonstrations. He saw what was
intolerable. . . . And his style, at least up to the last books that achieved a kind of
serenity, is like a lash, it's a whip twisting and relaxing.”®* Deleuze agreed with Paul
Veyne that Foucault was a warrior ready to transform the history of thought into
a war-machine, in a polemilogical approach fascinated by death. Deleuze, for his
part, was more on the side of cunning, of ancient Greek intelligence, of the Meris,
of laughter and a devastating sense of humor.

THE PLAY OF MIRRORS

The philosopher Judith Revel observed the game of mirrors between two philoso-
phers, each of whom went his own way while touching on very similar themes at
several moments in their exchanges, a relationship very strong but always oblique.
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Both had a close relationship to history but each from a different position. The
more Kantian Foucault posed the question of the conditions of possibility; Deleuze
was concerned with the conditions of reality. In 1968 and 1969, Foucault was
delighted to discover the foundations for a politics of difference in Deleuze’s work,
which echoed his quest for the figure of the other and alterity that had led to his
1961 History of Madness. He felt comforted in his positions; Deleuze allowed him
to define a way out of structuralism that he would later disown but that he was still
ardently defending in 1967. Both philosophers were fascinated by schizophrenia
as a way of escaping binary structural codification. “The schizophrenic experience
appeared to create a space for narratives that were also manuals for breaking down
the code.”®

In his lectures at the College de France in the early 1970s, Foucault developed
the idea of the medicalization of society, of the psychiatrization of the social realm,
and of the institutionalization of the uses of power, which needed to be countered
by anti-institutional uses of knowledge. This position was not far removed from the
arguments put forward by Deleuze and Guattari in Anzi-Oedipus or from the use
of institutional psychotherapy at La Borde.* Yet what appeared to be a common
perspective was not one, in fact, because the horizon of Foucault’s enquiry at the
time was concentrated on the question of power, whereas Deleuze and Guattari
were interested in the processes of subjectivization: group-subjects and collective
subjects of enunciation. “Then Foucault turned his attention to subjectivization,
which was the case in Discipline and Punish, and we thought that they would meet
but they didn’t.”®

Judith Revel, who has studied the echoes between the thought of the two
philosophers, vouches for the effects of their falling out in the late 1970s when
Foucault got involved in ethical issues: “When you look at instances from
1977-1978 onward, there are no more references to each other. There’s a real
silence.”® On the other hand, regarding the frequent use of spatial metaphors,
Foucault and Deleuze, like most of their generation of intellectuals, were very
close, which translated a sort of determination on their part to leave Hegelian-
ism and the subjacent philosophy of history behind via spatiality and the logical
patterns that it suggested: that of the plane of immanence for Deleuze and Guat-
tari, with its strata and smooth spaces, holes and lines of flight, which enabled
a cartography of phenomena. Foucault somewhat similarly defined the general
history that he advocated as the possible deployment of a “space of dispersion.”’
As Deleuze emphasized, underlying Foucault’s use of the terms genealogy and
archaeology lies a geology, with its sheets, landslides and discordances. In fact,
Deleuze defined Foucault as a “new cartographer.” Of course, Deleuze and
Foucault positioned themselves very differently with respect to history, as
Deleuze said quite clearly in 1988: “We, Félix and I, always fancied a universal
history, which he [Foucault] hated.”*

24



DEeLEUZE AND Foucaurt: A PHILOSOPHICAL FRIENDSHIP

Two PHILOSOPHIES OF THE EVENT

Foucault and Deleuze both broke free from the philosophy of history in the sense
of Hegelian-Marxist teleology to make way for a philosophy of the event. As far as
their relation to history, historians and the archive was concerned, both were tire-
less in their different ways of pursuing the sudden appearance of something new,
the momentary flashes that upset habits and ready-made thoughts. These moments
of crystallization, which were so essential to understanding what was at stake in
both social history and the history of thought, were revealed in periods of crisis
and change, something that Deleuze himself said when discussing Foucault’s work,
beginning with its shifts and passages, which reveal moments of crisis whose travers-
ing elucidated the tensions borne by thought between its virtual and actual states.
In his attentiveness to the new, Foucault belonged to the French epistemological
school of Bachelard and Canguilhem and to Nietzschean genealogy. Starting from
this tradition, he advocates a discontinuist approach to time, favoring the radical
breaks that he called épistémeé for a while, although he abandoned the term after 7%e
Order of Things.”

Following Nietzsche, Foucault replaced the quest for temporal origins and cau-
salities with a critical positivism seeking to identify discontinuities by describing
their material potentialities. Second, he aimed to identify the singularity of events
beyond their acknowledged finality. Finally, eventualization made it possible to
make the figure of the conscious subject as well as its illusion of mastering time less
important: “Effective history brings out the most unique characteristics and most
acute manifestations of events.””’ Foucault contrasted the three Platonic modalities
of history with his own deconstructive use of historical myths. History as recogni-
tion was replaced by the parodic use of reality, history as continuity by a destructive
use of identity, and history as knowledge by a destructive use of truths. From this
perspective, history as a total synthesis was seen as a trap, because, according to
Foucault, “a possible task remains one of calling into question everything pertaining
to time, everything that has taken shape within it, everything that resides within its
mobile element, so as to make visible that rent, devoid of chronology and history
from which time issues.””’

Deleuze and Guattari’s understanding of the event emphasizes the way it
appears suddenly as something new, as a beginning, as its own origin. In Dialogues,
Deleuze speaks about a “surface flash.””> In What Is Philosophy? Deleuze and
Guattari use Péguy’s Clio to explain that there are two ways of thinking about the
event — by recording its effectuation in history and its conditioning or by return-
ing to it, situating oneself within it and passing through all of its components
and singularities. In 1980, A Thousand Plateaus announced the importance of
evenemential scansions, as each of the thirteen plateaus has an inaugural date:
“History will never be rid of dates. It is perhaps economy or financial analysis
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which better demonstrate the presence of the instantaneity of these derisory acts
in a total process.””

This way of thinking about events was not a form of presentism. On the con-
trary, philosophy as the creation of concepts must break with its own period. It is
fundamentally untimely and inactual according to the Nietzschean conception that
Foucault shared. “Act against time, therefore upon time, and hope thereby to plant
the seeds of a time to come.”* Deleuze differentiated history from becoming. The
creation of something new was always inactual and constituted a becoming, which
certainly needed history and situations in order not to remain completely undeter-
mined, but they elude it at the same time. Becoming breaks out of time and is never
reduced to it.

This was the case for May ’68, an event that Deleuze, Guattari and Foucault
all experienced intensely. For all three, viewing it only as an historical moment
when France was mired in social conflict would be to overlook its essential
creativity. It defied the traditional approach of understanding history and even
created its crisis. Deleuze and Guattari agreed with this position, since for them,
history could not explain what happens. Time creates a crisis in causality beneath
which lies a law of pure chance, rendering it ontologically secondary but negat-
ing it. In The Logic of Sense, Deleuze challenges two approaches to the event: the
essentialist Platonic perspective that subsumes the plurality of events under a
single pure Event and the circumstantialist approach that reduces the event to a
witnessed accident. He insists on the plurality of events as “jets of singularity””
and emphasizes that the event itself raises questions: “The event is problematic
and problematizing in its own right.”* In 7he Fold, Deleuze repeats Whitehead’s
question: “What is an event?” In his view, the event manifests itself as a vibration
resounding with infinite harmonics in a vast series, like the rising of something
new that is at once public and private, potential and actual, and marked by
intensities.

Under these conditions, is it possible to develop a philosophy of the event and
bind it within discourse? The event exceeds its discursive expression. Foucault, after
The Archaeology of Knowledge, veered toward a genealogical program that, in 7he
Order of Discourse, his inaugural lecture at the College de France, overvalues the dis-
cursive level. He laid out a program for calling life, crime and madness into question
by examining the conditions of the validity of knowledge. It was a matter of restor-
ing “to discourse its character as an event™” following relations of discontinuity:
“Discourses must be treated as discontinuous practices.”” In this respect, Foucault
presented himself as a contented positivist from The Archaeology of Knowledge (1969)
onward, concerned with investigating the enunciative foundation for itself, in its
positive, actual existence.

Deleuze expresses this excess with respect to the articulation of the event by
insisting on its singularity, referring to Duns Scotus and his concept of haecceiry
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to define its individuality. Two essential characteristics follow. First, the event
is defined by the simultaneous coexistence of two heterogeneous dimensions in
a time where future and past continually coincide and overlap while remain-
ing distinct and indiscernible. Second, the event is what happened, so that its
emerging dimension is not yet separated from the past, an intensity that comes
and is distinguished simply from other intensities. The ideal event, as Deleuze
defines it in The Logic of Sense, is therefore a singularity or a collection of
singularities.

To think the event, Deleuze and Guattari believe that it must follow two distinct
temporal modes. First, there is its coming into being within a state of affairs, in
present circumstances where it partakes of a particular time frame called Chronos,
by virtue of which it fixes things and people to some degree. But at the same time,
the event cannot be reduced to its coming into effect, thus the need to envisage a
second temporal dimension that Deleuze and Guattari call the time of A7, a para-
doxical eternity where something incorporeal and ineffectuable exceeds and opens
onto the indefinite time of the event, a “floating line that knows only speeds and
continually divides that which transpires into an already-there that is at the same
time not-yet-here, a simultaneous too-late and too-early, a some-thing that is both
going to happen and has just happened.””

For Deleuze and Guattari, this insistence on the Event refers to the sphere of
action according to the teachings of Spinoza’s practical philosophy but also to those
of the Stoics.'” A Stoic path that, in an élan vital, consists in being worthy of what
happens, of supporting and valuing every glimmer that might be contained in what
happens: an event, a speed, a becoming. An Eventum tantum can be imperceptible
yet change everything:

Making an event however small is the most delicate thing in the world: the
opposite of making a drama or a story. Loving those who are like this: when
they enter a room they are not persona, characters, or subjects but an atmo-
spheric variation, a change of hue, an imperceptible molecule, a discrete pop-
ulation, a fog, or a cloud of droplets. Everything has really changed. Great
events, too, are made in this way: battle, revolution, life and death. . .. True
Entities are events.'"'

DEeLEUZE, READER OF FOUCAULT

Throughout his career, Deleuze paid very close attention to Foucault’s publications
and regularly reviewed them. Notably, he wrote two studies in 1970 and in 1975,
one on The Archaeology of Knowledge and the other on Discipline and Punish."”* And
more importantly, in the 1985-6 academic year, he devoted his entire course to
Foucault, publishing Foucault the following summer.
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That he devoted himself to Foucault’s writings immediately after Foucault’s
death showed the strength of their relationship and Deleuze’s struggle to mourn
someone who was more than a friend. When asked why he wrote a book on
Foucault, Deleuze’s answer was quite clear: “It marks an inner need of mine, my
admiration for him, how I was moved by his death, and his unfinished work.”'"
Deleuze’s way of mourning Foucault was to elucidate the particular logic of his
thought by seeking its coherence through the crises, leaps and incessant displace-
ments that it traversed. Following Martial Guéroult’s views, Deleuze agreed that
each text formed an integral part of the complete works of an author and none
could be examined without that context. Everything needed to be conveyed and
its logic and movement reconstructed. “A thought’s logic is like a wind blowing
us on, a series of gusts and jolts. You think you've gotten to port, but then find
yourself thrown back out onto the open sea, as Leibniz put it. That’s particularly
true in Foucaults case.”'** Deleuze therefore retraced Foucault’s evolution in his
writing, finding both a profound unity and fundamental shifts. All of Foucaults
work, according to Deleuze, is articulated around the distinction between seeing
and speaking. He is fundamentally dualistic on this matter, deploying two mutu-
ally irreducible dimensions: “But for him, the primacy of statements will never
impede the historical irreducibility of the visible — indeed, quite the contrary.”'"

Deleuze identified important evolutions in Foucault’s work. Until the publi-
cation of The Archaeology of Knowledge in 1969, the major question was that of
knowledge. Then, with Discipline and Punish and The Will to Knowledge, Fou-
cault started working on a new dimension — power. Deleuze wanted to under-
stand what had led him to change from one register to another, suggesting that
Foucault’s problem was that of the double, and “the utterance is the double of
something which is identical to it.”'* Knowledge being the integration of power
relations, he therefore played from a double score, that of relations of force,
composing power, and that of relations of forms, composing knowledge. Specific
singularities arise therefore from an endogenous relationship between knowledge
and power.

But this mirroring between knowledge and power leads to a dead end and
requires a third axis to recreate a dynamics. Deleuze thought that this third axis was
already present, though to a lesser degree, and that it became much more important
in Foucaults later work and particularly in his last two books, with the study of
modes of subjectification, mistakenly read as the return of the subject. This dimen-
sion of subjectification “was present in Foucault, but not as such, it was intermin-
gled with knowledge and power.”'”” The question was therefore one of finding out
how power and knowledge attempt to take over this third axis of subjectification
in order to reappropriate it. Deleuze locates the dynamic in Foucault’s thought
here, for “the more power tries to conquer subjectification, the more new modes of

subjectification form.”'*®
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Deleuze often read the work of other philosophers through the prism of his
own positions and preoccupations. Had he fathered another Deleuzian child in
his Foucaulz This seems to be the opinion of Potte-Bonneville, who sees Deleuze’s
text as the best introduction to Foucault, encouraging us to read and study his
work further. But he also suspects it of hiding aspects of Foucaults thought.
“Thus the question of history disappears completely, which is quite strange when
discussing Foucault.”'”

When the Foucault specialist Frédéric Gros published a study of Deleuze’s
reading, he spoke of it as a “metaphysical fiction,”"’ for he did not recognize the
Foucault that he knew at all, though he recalls that for Deleuze, understanding
Foucault was not a question of providing a scholarly commentary of his work:
“For Deleuze, understanding an author, in a way, means discovering the found-
ing principles, laying bare the inherent metaphysics of their thought.”""" It would
also mean being able to create an imaginary Foucault, to dream up a metaphysical
double. Frédéric Gros does, of course, acknowledge the extraordinary coherence
that Deleuze’s reading of Foucault’s work elucidates: “reading Foucault, Deleuze
recognizes how he was marked by his reading of Bergson.”''* Since writing his
review in 1995, Frédéric Gros has been able to measure the accuracy of some of the
main lines of Deleuze’s reading:

Deleuze’s book is a true philosophical work. Everything he says about the rela-
tionship between utterances and visibilities shows that he understood some-
thing very important, which I later heard in Foucaults last lectures at the
College de France, that Deleuze could not have had. It was the idea that he
was constructing a direct ethics by making correspondences between visible
acts and /Jogo#, utterances. It is amazing to see how Deleuze, who couldn’t have
had any knowledge of the College de France lectures, was so accurate in his

interpretation.'"?

As Robert Maggiori wrote when Deleuze’s Foucault came out, he does not “explain
Foucault, because Foucault explains himself very well in his books, nor does
he provide a commentary, of which there are already plenty. Like a miner who
respects the rock that resists his pick but knows how to find the treasure in its

veins, Deleuze mines Foucault’s writings to extract the most productive elements
of his thought.”""*

DEeatH

The rumor began circulating in Paris during 1984. Foucault was very ill and nobody
knew what was wrong with him, although a few people heard that he had been hos-
pitalized. Deleuze was concerned for his friend, whom he had not seen since the late
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1970s. “Two weeks before Foucault died, Deleuze called me. He was very worried
and wondered if I had any news. ‘Do you know what is going on? What has he
got?’ I didn't know anything except that he was in the hospital. Then Deleuze said,
‘Maybe it’s nothing. Foucault will leave the hospital and come and tell us that every-
thing is all right.””'"* According to Didier Eribon, one of Foucault’s most heartfelt
wishes, knowing that he would not live long, was to reconcile with Deleuze. They
never saw each other again. The fact that Daniel Defert asked Deleuze to speak at
Foucault’s funeral was a sign of how much both men wanted to smooth over their
differences, even beyond the separation of death.

Deleuze hated conferences but made an exception for his friend, participat-
ing in the international colloquium organized in January 1988 in homage to
Foucault. His paper was entitled “What Is a Dispositif 2”''° In his lecture on
Foucault, Deleuze referred to Foucault’s death in the context of the value he
gave to impersonal pronouns and his critique of linguistic personology. In 7he
Space of Literature, Blanchot writes of death as an event, coming from beyond
the body. “One dies. . .” Foucault reinterpreted this theme and “died according
to his interpretation.”""” “Foucault was telling us something that concerned him
directly,”'"® that death is not the indivisible, final limit defined by doctors and
moralists. One is never done with death: “Foucault lived death like Bichat. That’s
how he died. He died by taking his place within the ‘One dies’ and in the manner
of ‘partial deaths.””""”

Beyond their differences and disputes, after the death of both men, can we rea-
sonably speak about a “Foucault—Deleuzeanism™ It would be pointless to coin a
term that might miss the singularity of both philosophers, eliminating their dis-
agreements and producing some faux-semblant in the name of some ecumenical
sterility. Rather, we will describe a “disjunctive synthesis” similar to the relationship
between Deleuze and Guattari.

In addition to their shared philosophical heritage, they were also close in the
way that they used literature, approaching it in a clinical fashion that set them apart
from professional philosophers, whose work was most often limited to academic
texts. In The Logic of Sense, Artaud’s scream deconstructs Lewis Carroll’s ingenious
surface connections, and Deleuze finds Artaud at the very center of Foucault’s
inquiries. “The unthought as the double of thought, and at the very end of The
Order of Things, Foucault reinterprets the theme of the double that he shares with
Artaud, Heidegger, and Blanchot.”*** Here Foucault identifies an experience similar
to Artaud’s, who had reached within thought an element that could not be thought
and that becomes a “vital impotence” for the writer.'”!

The theme of the double appears in one of Foucault’s first books, written
about Raymond Roussel, another writer.'"”* On the distortion between seeing and
saying, Foucault again finds his inspiration in literature. Roussel formulates the
relationship to language, coupling it to the will to push words to their limits,
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a tendency common to both Foucault and Deleuze. “Break things open, break
words open.”'” One of Roussel’s writerly strategies was to construct two sen-
tences around a tiny difference that would fundamentally change the overall
meaning.'”* For both Foucault and Deleuze, literature is neither an illustration
nor a curiosity. It is valuable as an experiment, an act of creation — and since, for
Deleuze, philosophy consists in creating concepts, literature accompanies it in its
creative work.

We can see in this relationship between Foucault and Deleuze more than
shared foundations; Deleuze allowed Foucauldian thinking to develop. Deleuze’s
“Postscript on Control Societies,” published in 1990, follows from Foucault’s
work.'” Deleuze, like Foucault, felt implicated by current events and wanted to
conceptualize change. Deleuze starts with the historicization proposed by Foucault,
who had delineated a model of society founded on sovereignty, in which power
reveals itself as the capacity to inflict death. In eighteenth- and nineteenth-century
France, a disciplinary model came into being according to the schema of “the great
confinement,” which led to the generalization of closed universes where discipline
affected every part of the social body. Numerous prisons, barracks, schools and
factories were built on the model of the Panopticon. The function of power was no
longer to put people to death but to discipline their bodies, make them live, maxi-
mize their utility, and let them die.

Foucault had begun to perceive the emergence of a new model, one centered
on biopower and the biopolitical control of populations and that seemed slightly
out of step with disciplinary concepts. Deleuze began with Foucault’s intuitions
and expanded them. His 1990 article identified the advent of a new type of society,
“societies of control,” which emerged after World War II and ended with a general
crisis of all forms of confinement: “It’s simply a matter of nursing them through
their death throes.”'*® Deleuze’s analysis, which he was already developing in his
seminar on Foucault, was prophetic. In this management of life in all its shapes
and forms, he rightly foresaw a whole new type of management, based on control
and transformation of the legal subject. This legal subject is no longer limited to
the person, as it was in the age of humanism, because it implied populations other
than human, cereal crops as well as herds of cattle, sheep as well as poultry, and
every other living being. In the age of control societies, the legal subject becomes the
living, “the living within man.”'?

Imprisonment is no longer needed, “because we know that everybody will be
on the highway at a given hour. Probability calculations are much better than pris-
ons.”'?® From the 1980s on, Deleuze notes the breakdown of the entire fabric of
enclosure, particularly that of factories that were affected by temporary work, by
working at home, and flextime. At school, there was less discipline but far more
control: “Individuals become ‘dividuals,” and masses become samples, data, mar-
kets, or ‘banks.””'*” These various transformations destroy the former rigidity of the
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discipline to pave the way for the microchips and mobile phones that make it pos-

sible to constantly control each person, in an open space where outside and inside

are no longer useful categories. “The key thing is that we are at the beginning of

something new.”"”” Fresh forms of subjectification and resistance to control needed

new directions.
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CHAPTER 2

Theatrum Philosophicum

MicHEL Foucaurr

I must discuss two books of exceptional merit and importance: Difference and
Repetition and The Logic of Sense.' Indeed, these books are so outstanding that they
are difficult to discuss; this may explain, as well, why so few have undertaken this
task. I believe that these words will continue to revolve about us in enigmatic reso-
nance with those of Klossowski, another major and excessive sign, and perhaps one
day, this century will be known as Deleuzian.

One after another, I should like to explore the many paths that lead to the heart
of these challenging tests. As Deleuze has said to me, however, this metaphor is
misleading: there is no heart, but only a problem — that is, a distribution of notable
points; there is no center but always decenterings, series, from one to another, with
the limp of a presence and an absence — of an excess, of a deficiency. Abandon the
circle, a faulty principle of return; abandon our tendency to organize everything
into a sphere. All things return on the straight and narrow, by way of a straight and
labyrinthine line. Thus, fibrils and bifurcation (Leiriss marvelous series would be
well suited to a Deleuzian analysis).

Overturn Platonism: what philosophy has not tried? If we defined philosophy at
the limit as any accempt, regardless of its soutrce, to reverse Platonism, then philosophy
begins with Aristotle; or better yet, it begins with Plato himself, with the conclusion of
the Sophist where it is impossible to distinguish Socrates from the crafty imitator; or
it begins with the Sophists who were extremely vocal about the rise of Platonism and
who ridiculed its future greatness with their perpetual play on words.

Are all philosophies individual species of the genus “anti-Platonic”? Would
each begin with a declaration of this fundamental rejection? Can they be grounded
around this desired and detestable center? Should we instead say that the philosoph-
ical nature of a discourse is its Platonic differential, an element absent in Platonism
but present in the discourse itself? A better formulation would be: It is an element
in which the effect of absence is induced in the Platonic series through a new and
divergent series (consequently, its function in the Platonic series is that of a signifier
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both excessive and absent); and it is also an element in which the Platonic series
produces a free, floating, and excessive circulation in that other discourse. Plato,
then, is the excessive and deficient father. It is useless to define a philosophy by its
anti-Platonic character (as a plant is distinguished by its reproductive organs); but
a philosophy can be distinguished somewhat in the manner in which a phantasm is
defined, by the effect of a lack when it is distributed into its two constituent series-
the “archaic” and the “real” — and you will dream of a general history of philosophy,
a Platonic phantasmatology, and not an architecture of systems.

In any event, here is Deleuze. His “reversed Platonism” consists of displacing
himself within the Platonic series in order to disclose an unexpected facet: division.”
Plato did not establish a weak separation between the genus “hunter,” “cook,” or
“politician,” as the Aristotelians said; neither was he concerned with the particular
characteristics of the species “fisherman” or “one who hunts with snares,” he wished
to discover the identity of the true hunter. Who #s? and not What is? He searched
for the authentic, the pure gold. Instead of subdividing, selecting, and pursuing a
productive seam, he chose among the pretenders and ignored their fixed cadastral
properties, he tested them with the strung bow, which eliminates all but one (the
nameless one, the nomad). But how does one distinguish the false (the simulators,
the “so-called”) from the authentic (the unadulterated and pure)? Certainly not by
discovering a law of the true and false (truth is not opposed to error but to false
appearances), but by looking above these manifestations to a model, a model so pure
that the actual purity of the “pure” resembles it, approximates it, and measures itself
against it; a model that exists so forcefully that in its presence they sham vanity of
the false copy is immediately reduced to nonexistence. With the abrupt appearance
of Ulysses, the eternal husband, the false suitors disappear. Exeuntsimulacra. Plato is
said to have opposed essence to appearance, a higher world to this world below, the
sun of truth to the shadows of the cave (and it becomes our duty to bring essences
back into the world, to glorify the world, and to place the sun of truth within man).
But Deleuze locates Plato’s singularity in the delicate sorting, in this fine operation
that precedes the discovery of essence precisely because it calls upon it, and tries to
separate malign simulacra from the masses [peuple] of appearance. Thus it is useless to
attempt the reversal of Platonism by reinstating the rights of appearances, ascribing
to them solidity and meaning, and bringing them closer to essential forms by lend-
ing them a conceptual backbone: these timid creatures should not be encouraged
to stand upright. Neither should we attempt to rediscover the supreme and solemn
gesture that established, in a single stroke, the inaccessible Idea. Rather, we should
welcome the cunning assembly that simulates and clamors at the door. And what will
enter, submerging appearance and breaking its engagement to essence, will be the
event; the incorporeal will dissipate the density of matter; a timeless insistence will
destroy the circle that imitates eternity; an impenetrable singularity will divest itself
of its contamination by purity; the actual semblance of the simulacrum will support
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the falseness of false appearances. The sophist springs up and challenges Socrates to
prove that he is not the illegitimate usurper.

To reverse Platonism with Deleuze is to displace oneself insidiously within it, to
descend a notch, to descend to its smallest gestures — discreet, but moral — which
serve to exclude the simulacrum; it is also to deviate slightly from it, to open the door
from either side to the small talk it excluded; it is to initiate another disconnected
and divergent series; it is to construct, by way of this small lateral leap, a dethroned
para-Platonism. To convert Platonism (a serious task) is to increase its compassion
for reality, for the world, and for time. To subvert Platonism is to begin at the top
(the vertical distance of irony) and to grasp its origin. To pervert Platonism is to
search out the smallest details, to descend (with the natural gravitation of humor) as
far as its crop of hair or the dirt under its fingernails — those things that were never
hallowed by an idea; it is to discover the decentering it put into effect in order to
recenter itself around the Model, the Identical, and the Same; it is the decenter-
ing of oneself with respect to Platonism so as to give rise to the play (as with every
perversion) of surfaces at its border. Irony rises and subverts; humor falls and
perverts.” To pervert Plato is to side with the Sophists’ spitefulness, the unmannerly
gestures of the Cynics, the arguments of the Stoics, and the fluttering chimeras of
Epicurus. It is time to read Diogenes Laertius.

We should be alert to the surface effects in which the Epicurians take such
pleasure:” emissions proceeding from deep within bodies and rising like the wisps
of a fog — interior phantoms that are quickly reabsorbed into other depths by
the sense of smell, by the mouth, by the appetites, extremely thin membranes
that detach themselves from the surfaces of objects and proceed to impose colors
and contours deep within our eyes (floating epiderm, visual idols); phantasms
of fear or desire (cloud gods, the adorable face of the beloved, “miserable hope
transported by the wind”). It is all this swarming of the impalpable that must be
integrated into our thought: we must articulate a philosophy of the phantasm
construed not through the intermediary of perception of the image, as being of
the order of an originary given but, rather, left to come to light among the sur-
faces to which it is related, in the reversal that causes every interior to pass to the
outside and every exterior to the inside, in the temporal oscillation that always
makes it precede and follow itself — in short, in what Deleuze would perhaps not
allow us to call its “incorporeal materiality.”

It is useless, in any case, to seck a more substantial truth behind the phantasm,
a truth to which it points as a rather confused sign (thus, the fudlity of “symptom-
atologizing”); it is also useless to contain it within stable figures and to construct
solid cores of convergence where we might include, on the basis of their identical
properties, all its angles, flashes, membranes, and vapors (no possibility of “phenom-
enalization”). Phantasms must be allowed to function at the limit of bodies; against
bodies, because they stick to bodies and protrude from them, but also because they
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touch them, cut them, break them into sections, regionalize them, and muldply
their surfaces; and equally, outside of bodies, because they function between bod-
ies according to laws of proximity, torsion, and variable distance — laws of which
they remain ignorant. Phantasms do not extend organisms into the imaginary; they
topologize the materiality of the body. They should consequently be freed from the
restrictions we impose upon them, freed from the dilemmas of truth and falsehood
and of being and nonbeing (the essential difference between simulacrum and copy
carried to its logical conclusion); they must be allowed to conduct their dance, to
act out their mime, as “extrabeings.”

The Logic of Sense can be read as the most alien book imaginable from e
Phenomenology of Perception.® In this latter text, the body-organism is linked to
the world through a network of primal significations which arise from the percep-
tion of things, while, according to Deleuze, phantasms form the impenetrable and
incorporeal surface of bodies; and from this process, simultaneously topological
and cruel, something is shaped that falsely presents itself as a centered organism
and distributes at its periphery the increasing remoteness of things. More essen-
tally, however, The Logic of Sense should be read as the boldest and most insolent
of metaphysical treatises on the simple condition that instead of denouncing meta-
physics as the neglect of being, we force it to speak of extrabeing. Physics: discourse
dealing with the ideal structure of bodies, mixtures, reactions, internal and external
mechanisms, metaphysics: discourse dealing with the materiality of incorporeal
things — phantasms, idols, and simulacra.

Hlusion is certainly the misfortune of metaphysics, but not because metaphys-
ics, by its very nature, is doomed to illusion, but because for too long it has been
haunted by illusion and because, in its fear of the simulacrum, it was forced to hunt
down the illusory. Metaphysics is not illusory — it is not merely another species of
this particular genus — but illusion is a metaphysics. It is the product of a particular
metaphysics that designated the separation between the simulacrum on one side
and the original and the perfect copy on the other. There was a critique whose
task was to unearth metaphysical illusion and to establish its necessity; Deleuze’s
metaphysics, however, initiates the necessary critique for the disillusioning of phan-
tasms. With this grounding, the way is cleared for the advance of the Epicurean
and materialist series, for the pursuit of their singular zigzag. And it does not lead,
in spite of itself, to a shameful metaphysics; it leads joyously to metaphysics — a
metaphysics freed from its original profundity as well as from a supreme being, but
also one that can conceive of the phantasm in its play of surfaces without the aid of
models, a metaphysics where it is no longer a question of the One Good but of the
absence of God and the epidermic play of perversity. A dead God and sodomy are
the thresholds of the new metaphysical ellipse. Where natural theology contained
metaphysical illusion in itself and where this illusion was always more or less related
to natural theology, the metaphysics of the phantasm revolves around atheism
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and transgression. Sade and Bataille and, somewhat later, the/palm upturned in a
gesture of defense and invitation, Roberte.”

Moreover, this series of liberated simulacrum is activated, or mimes itself, on
two privileged sites: that of psychoanalysis, which should eventually be understood
as a metaphysical practice since it concerns itself with phantasms; and that of the
theater, which is multiplied, polyscenic, simultaneous, broken into separate scenes
that refer to each other, and where we encounter, without any trace of representa-
tion (copying or imitating), the dance of masks, the cries of bodies, and the gestur-
ing of hands and fingers. And throughout each of these two recent and divergent
series (the attempt to “reconcile” these series, to reduce them to either perspec-
tive, to produce a ridiculous “psychodrama,” has been extremely naive), Freud and
Artaud exclude each other and give rise to a mutual resonance. The philosophy of
representation — of the original, the first time, resemblance, imitation, faithfulness —
is dissolving; and the arrow of the simulacrum released by the Epicureans is headed
in our direction. It gives birth — rebirth — to a “phantasmaphysics.”

Occupying the other side of Platonism are the Stoics. Observing Deleuze in
his discussion of Epicurus and Zeno, of Lucretius and Chrysippus, I was forced to
conclude that his procedure was rigorously Freudian. He does not proceed — with a
drum roll — toward the great Repression of Western philosophy; he registers, as if in
passing, its oversights. He points out its interruption, its gaps, those small things of
little value neglected by philosophical discourse. He carefully reintroduces the barely
perceptible omissions, knowing full well that they imply an unlimited negligence.
Through the insistence of our pedagogical tradition, we are accustomed to reject
the Epicurean simulacra as useless and somewhat puerile; and the famous battle of
Stoicism, which took place yesterday and will reoccur tomorrow, has become cause
for amusement in the schools. Deleuze did well to combine these tenuous threads
and to play, in his own fashion, with this network of discourses, arguments, replies,
and paradoxes, those elements that circulated for many centuries throughout the
Mediterranean. We should not scorn Hellenistic confusion or Roman platitudes
but listen to those things said on the great surface of the empire; we should be
attentive to those things that happened in a thousand instances, dispersed on every
side: fulgurating battles, assassinated generals, burning triremes, queens poisoning
themselves, victories that invariably led to further upheavals, the endlessly exem-
plary Actium, the eternal event.

To consider a pure event, it must first be given a metaphysical basis.® But we
must be agreed that it cannot be the metaphysics of substances, which can serve
as a foundation for accidents; nor can it be a metaphysics of coherence, which
situates these accidents in the entangled nexus of causes and effects. The event — a
wound, a victory-defeat, death — is always an effect produced entirely by bodies col-
liding, mingling, or separating, but this effect is never of a corporeal nature; it is the
intangible, inaccessible battle that turns and repeats itself a thousand times around
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Fabricius, above the wounded Prince Andrew.” The weapons that tear into bodies
form an endless incorporeal battle. Physics concerns causes, but events, which arise
as its effects, no longer belong to it. Let us imagine a stitched causality: as bodies
collide, mingle, and suffer, they create events on their surfaces, events that are with-
out thickness, mixture, or passion; for this reason, they can no longer be causes.
They form, among themselves, another kind of succession whose links derive from
a quasi-physics of incorporeal — in short, from metaphysics.

Events also require a more complex logic.m An event is not a state of things,
something that could serve as a referent for a proposition (the fact of death is a
state of things in relation to which an assertion can be true or false; dying is a pure
event that can never verify anything). For a ternary logic, traditionally centered on
the referent, we must substitute an interrelationship based on four terms. “Marc
Antony is dead” designatesa state of things; expresses my opinion or belief; signifiesan
affirmation; and, in addition, has a meaning: “dying.” An intangible meaning with
one side turned toward things because “dying” is something that occurs, as an event,
to Antony, and the other toward the proposition because “dying” is what is said
about Antony in a statement. To die: a dimension of the proposition; an incorporeal
effect produced by a sword; a meaning and an event; a point without thickness or
substance of which someone speaks, which roams the surface of things. We should
not restrict meaning to the cognitive core that lies at the heart of a knowable object;
rather, we should allow it to re-establish its flux at the limit of words and things, as
what is said of a thing (not its attribute or the thing in itself) and as something that
happens (not its process or its state). Death supplies the best example, being both
the event of events and meaning in its purest state. Its domain is the anonymous
flow of discourse; it is that of which we speak as always past or about to happen,
and yet it occurs at the extreme point of singularity. A meaning-event is as neutral
as death: “not the end, but the unending; not a particular death, but any death; not
true death, but as Kafka said, the snicker of its devastating error.”"!

Finally, this meaning-event requires a grammar with a different form of orga-
nization,'” since it cannot be situated in a proposition as an attribute (to be dead,
to be alive, to be red) but is fastened to the verb (to die, to live, to redden). The
verb, conceived in this fashion, has two principal forms around which the others
are distributed; the present tense, which posits an event, and the infinitive, which
introduces meaning into language and allows it to circulate as the neutral element to
which we refer in discourse. We should not seck the grammar of events in temporal
inflections; nor should we seek the grammar of meaning in fictitious analysis of the
type: to live = to be alive. The grammar of the meaning-event revolves around two
asymmetrical and hobbling poles: the infinitive mode and the present tense. The
meaning-event is always both the displacement of the present and the eternal repeti-
tion of the infinitive. To die is never localized in the density of a given moment, but
from its flux it infinitely divides the shortest moment. To die is even smaller than
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the moment it takes to think it, and yet dying is indefinitely repeated on either side
of this widthless crack. The eternal present? Only on the condition that we conceive
the present as lacking plenitude and the eternal as lacking unity: the (multiple)
eternity of the (displaced) present.

To summarize: At the limit of dense bodies, an event is incorporeal (a metaphysical
surface); on the surface of words and things, an incorporeal event is the meaning of a
proposition (its logical dimension); in the thread of discourse, an incorporeal meaning-
event is fastened to the verb (the infinitive point of the present).

In the more or less recent past, there have been, I think, three major attempts
at conceptualizing the event: neopositivism, phenomenology, and the philosophy
of history. Neopositivism failed to grasp the distinctive level of the event; because
of its logical error, the confusion of an event with a state of things, it had no choice
but to lodge the event within the density of bodies, to treat it as a material process,
and to attach itself more or less explicitly to a physicalism (“in a schizoid fashion,”
it reduced surfaces into depth); as for grammar, it transformed the event into an
attribute. Phenomenology, on the other hand, reoriented the event with respect to
meaning; either it placed the bare event before or to the side of meaning — the rock
of facticity, the mute inertia of occurrences — and then submitted it to the active
processes of meaning, to its digging and elaboration; or else it assumed a domain
of primal significations which always existed as a disposition of the world around
the self, tracing its paths and privileged locations, indicating in advance where the
event might occur and its possible form. Either the cat whose good sense precedes
the smile or the common sense of the smile that anticipates the cat. Either Sartre
ot Merleau-Ponty. For them, meaning never coincides with an event; and from this
evolves a logic of signification, a grammar of the first person, and a metaphysics of
consciousness. As for the philosophy of history, it encloses the event in a cyclical
pattern of time. Its error is grammatical; it treats the present as framed by the past
and future: the present is a former future where its form was prepared; it is the
past to come, which preserves the identity of its content. On the one hand, this
sense of the present requires a logic of essences (which establishes the present in
memory) and of concepts (where the present is established as a knowledge of the
future), and on the other, a metaphysics of a crowned and coherent cosmos, of a
hierarchical world.

Thus, three philosophies that fail to grasp the event. The first, on the pretext
that nothing can be said about those things which lie “outside” the world, rejects the
pure surface of the event and attempts to enclose it forcibly — as a referent — in the
spherical plenitude of the world. The second, on the pretext that signification only
exists for consciousness, places the event outside and beforehand, or inside and after,
and always situates it with respect to the circle of the self. The third, on the pretext
that events can only exist in time, defines its identity and submits it to a solidly
centered order. The world, the self, and God (a sphere, a circle, and a center): three
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conditions that make it impossible to think through the event. Deleuze’s proposals,
I believe, are directed to lifting this triple subjection that, to this day, is imposed on
the event: a metaphysics of the incorporeal event (which is consequently irreducible
to a physics of the world), a logic of neutral meaning (rather than a phenomenology
of signification based on the subject), and a thought of the present infinitive (and
not the raising up of the conceptual future in a past essence).

We have arrived at the point where the two series of the event and the phantasm
are brought into resonance — the resonance of the incorporeal and the intangible,
the resonance of battles, of death that subsists and insists, of the fluttering and desir-
able idol: it subsists not in the heart of man but above his head, beyond the clash of
weapons, of fate and desire. It is not that they converge in a common point, in some
phantasmatic event, or in the primary origin of a simulacrum. The event is that
which is invariably lacking in the series of the phantasm — its absence indicates its
repetition devoid of any grounding in an original, outside of all forms of imitation,
and freed from the constraints of similitude. Consequently, it is disguise of repeti-
tion, the always-singular mask that conceals nothing, simulacra without dissimula-
tion, incongruous finery covering a nonexistent nudity, pure difference.

As for the phantasm, it is “excessive” with respect to the singularity of the event,
but this “excess” does not designate an imaginary supplement adding itself to the
bare reality of facts; nor does it form a sort of embryonic generality from which the
organization of the concept gradually emerges. To conceive of death or a battle as a
phantasm is not to confuse them either with the old image of death suspended over
a senseless accident or with the future concept of a battle secretly organizing the
present disordered tumult; the battle rages from one blow to the next, and the pro-
cess of death indefinitely repeats the blow, always in its possession, which it inflicts
once and for all. This conception of the phantasm as the play of the (missing) event
and its repetition must not be given the form of individuality (a form inferior to the
concept and therefore, informal), nor must it be measured against reality (a reality
that imitates an image); it presents itself as universal singularity: to die, to fight, to
vanquish, to be vanquished.

The Logic of Sense tells us how to think through the event and the phantasm,
their severed and double affirmation, their affirmation of disjunction. Determin-
ing an event on the basis of a concept, by denying any importance to repetition,
is perhaps what might be called knowing /connaitref; and measuring the phantasm
against reality, by going in search of its origin, is judging. Philosophy tried to do
both; it dreamed of itself as a science, and presented itself as a critique. Thinking, on
the other hand, would amount to effectuating the phantasm in the mime that pro-
duces it at a single stroke; it would make the event indefinite so that it repeats itself
as a singular universal. Thinking in the absolute would thus amount to thinking
through the event and the phantasm. A further clarification: If the role of thought
is to produce the phantasm theatrically and to repeat the universal event in its
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extreme point of singularity, then what is thought itself if not the event that befalls
the phantasm and the phantasmatic repetition of the absent event? The phantasm
and the event, affirmed in disjunction, are the object of thought [le penser] and
thought itself /la pensée] on the surface of bodies they place the extra being that
only thought can think through; and they trace the topological event where thought
itself is formed. Thought has to think through what forms it, and is formed out of
what it thinks through. The critique-knowledge duality is perfectly useless: thought
says what it is.

This formulation, however, is a bit dangerous. It connotes equivalence and
allows us once more to imagine the identification of an object and a subject.
This would be entirely false. That the object of thought [le penser] forms thought
[la pensée] implies, on the contrary, a double dissociation: that of a central and
founding subject to which events occur while it deploys meaning around itself; and
of an object that is a threshold and point of convergence for recognizable forms
and the attributes we affirm. We must conceive of an indefinite, straight line that
(far from bearing events as a string supports its knots) cuts and recuts each moment
so many times that each event arises both incorporeal and indefinitely multiple. We
must conceptualize not the synthesizing and synthesized subject but rather a cer-
tain insurmountable fissure. Moreover, we must conceptualize a series, without any
original anchor, of simulacra, idols, and phantasms which, in the temporal duality
in which they are formed are always the two sides of the fissure from which they
are made signs and are put into place as signs. The fissure of the I and the series of
signifying points do not form a unity that permits thought to be both subject and
object, but they are themselves the event of thought /lz penséefand the incorpore-
ality of what is thought /le penser/, the object of thought /le penser] as a problem
(a multiplicity of dispersed points) and thought /lz pensée] as mime (repetition
without a model).

This is why The Logic of Sense could have as a subtitle: Whar Is Thinking?
A question that Deleuze always inscribes twice through the length of his book — in
the text of a stoic logic of the incorporeal, and in the text of a Freudian analysis
of the phantasm. What is thinking? Listen to the stoics, who tell us how it might
be possible to have thought about what is thought. Read Freud, who tells us how
thought might think. Perhaps we arrive here for the first time at a theory of thought
that is entirely disburdened of the subject and the object The thought-event is as
singular as a throw of the dice; the thought-phantasm does not search for truth, but
repeats thought.

In any case, we understand Deleuze’s repeated emphasis on the mouth in 7he
Logic of Sense. It is through this mouth, as Zeno recognized, that cartloads of food
pass as well as carts of meaning (“If you say cart, a cart passes through your mouth”).
The mouth, the orifice, the canal where the child intones the simulacra, the dismem-
bered parts, and bodies without organs; the mouth in which depths and surfaces are
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articulated. Also the mouth from which falls the voice of the other giving rise to lofty
idols that flutter above the child and from the superego. The mouth where cries are
broken into phonemes, morphemes, semantemes: the mouth where the profundity
of an oral body separates itself from incorporeal meaning. Through this open mouth,
through this alimentary voice, the genesis of language, the formation of meaning,
and the flash of thought extend their divergent series.”” I would enjoy discussing
Deleuze’s rigorous phonocentrism were it not for the fact of a constant phonodecen-
tering. Let Deleuze receive homage from the fantastic grammarian, from the dark
precursor who nicely situated the remarkable facets of this decentering:

Les dents, la bouche
Les dents la bouchent
Laidant la bouche
Laides en la bouche
Lait dans la bouche, etc.

The Logic of Sense causes us to reflect on matters that philosophy has neglected for
many centuries: the event (assimilated in a concept, from which we vainly attempted
to extract in the form of a fact, verifying a proposition, of actual experience, a modal-
ity of the subject, of concreteness, the empirical content of history); and the phantasm
(reduced in the name of reality and situated at the extremity, the pathological pole, of
a normative sequence: perception — image — memory — illusion). After all, what most
urgently needs thought in this century, if not the event and the phantasm?

We should thank Deleuze for his efforts. He did not revive the tiresome
slogans: Freud with Marx, Marx with Freud, and both, if you please, with us. He
analyzed clearly the essential elements for establishing the thought of the event and
the phantasm. His aim was not reconciliation (to expand the farthest reaches of an
event with the imaginary density of a phantasm, or to ballast a floating phantasm
by adding a grain of actual history); he discovered the philosophy that permits the
disjunctive affirmation of both. Even before 7he Logic of Sense, Deleuze formulated
this philosophy with completely unguarded boldness in Difference and Repetition,
and we must now turn to this earlier work.

Instead of denouncing the fundamental omission that is presumed to have inau-
gurated Western culture, Deleuze, with the patience of a Nietzschean genealogist,
points to the variety of small impurities and paltry compromises.” He tracks down
the minuscule, repetitive act of cowardice and all those features of folly, vanity, and
complacency which endlessly nourish the philosophical mushroom — what Michel
Leiris might call “ridiculous rootlets.” We all possess good sense, we all make mis-
takes, but no one is dumb (certainly, none of us). There is no thought without
goodwill; every real problem has a solution, because our apprenticeship is to a mas-
ter who has answers for the questions he poses; the world is our classroom. A whole
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series of insignificant beliefs. But in reality, we encounter the tyranny of goodwill,
the obligation to think “in common” with others, the domination of a pedagogical
model, and most important, the exclusion of stupidity — the disreputable morality
of thought whose function in our society is easy to decipher. We must liberate
ourselves from these constraints; and in perverting this morality, philosophy itself
is disoriented.

Take difference. It is generally assumed to be a difference from or within some-
thing; behind difference, beyond it — but as its support, its site, its delimitation,
and consequently, as the source of its mastery — we pose, through the concept, the
unity of a group and its breakdown into species in the operation of difference (the
organic domination of the Aristotelian concept). Difference is transformed into
that which must be specified within a concept, without overstepping its bounds.
And yet, above the species, we encounter the swarming of individualities. What is
this boundless diversity which eludes specification and remains outside the con-
cept, if not the resurgence of repetition? Underneath the ovine species, we are
reduced to counting sheep. This stands as the first form of subjectivation: dif-
ference as specification (within the concept) and repetition as the indifference of
individuals (outside the concept). But subjectivation to what? To common sense
which, turning away from mad flux and anarchic difference, knows how, every-
where and always in the same manner, to recognize what is identical; common
sense extracts the generality of an object while it simultaneously establishes the
universality of the knowing subject through a pact of goodwill. But what if we gave
free rein to ill will? What if thought freed itself from common sense and decided
to function only in its extreme singularity? What if it made malign use of the skew
of the paradox, instead of complacently accepting its citizenship in the doxa? What
if it conceived of difference differentially, instead of searching out the common
elements underlying difference? Then difference would disappear as a general fea-
ture that leads to the generality of the concept, and it would become — a different
thought, the thought of difference — a pure event. As for repetition, it would cease
to be the dreary succession of the identical, and would become displaced differ-
ence. Thought is no longer committed to the construction of concepts once it
escapes goodwill and the administration of common sense, concerned as it is with
division and characterization. Rather, it produces a meaning-event by repeating a
phantasm. The morally good will to think within common sense thought had the
fundamental role of protecting thought from its genital singularity.

Buct let us reconsider the functioning of the concept. For the concept to master
difference, perception must apprehend global resemblances (which will then be
decomposed into differences and partial identities) at the root of what we call
“diversity.” Each new representation must be accomplished by those representa-
tions which display the full range of resemblances; and in this space of representa-
tion (sensation — image — memory), likenesses are put to the test of quantitative
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equalization and graduated quantities, and in this way the immense table of mea-
surable differences is constructed. In the corner of this graph, on its horizontal axis
where the smallest quantitative gap meets the smallest qualitative variation, at this
zero point, we encounter perfect resemblance, exact repetition. Repetition which,
within the concept, was only the impertinent vibration of identities, becomes,
within a system of representation, the organizing principle for similarities. But
what recognizes these similarities, the exactly alike and the least similar — the great-
est and the smallest, the brightest and the darkest — if not good sense? Good sense
is the world’s most effective agent of division in its recognitions, its establishment
of equivalences, its sensitivity to gaps, its gauging of distances, as it assimilates and
separates. And it is good sense that reigns in the philosophy of representations.
Let us pervert good sense and allow thought to play outside the ordered table of
resemblances; then it will appear as the vertical dimension of intensities, because
intensity, well before its gradation by representation, is in itself pure difference:
difference that displaces and repeats itself, contracts and expands; a singular point
that constricts and slackens the indefinite repetitions in an acute event. One must
give rise to thought as intensive irregularity. Dissolution of the Me.

A last consideration with respect to the table of representation. The meeting
point of the axes is the point of perfect resemblance, and from this arises the scale of
differences as so many lesser resemblances, marked identities: differences arise when
representation can only partially present what was previously present, when the test
of recognition is stymied. For a thing to be different, it must first no longer be the
same; and it is on this negative basis, above the shadowy part that delimits the same,
that contrary predicates are then articulated. In the philosophy of representation,
the relationship of two predicates, like red and green, is merely the highest level of
a complex structure: the contradiction between red and not-red (based on the model
of being and nonbeing) is active on the lowest level; the non identity of red and
green (on the basis of a negative test of recognition) is situated above this; and this
ultimately leads to the exclusive position of red and green (in the table where the
genus color is specified). Thus for a third time, but in an even more radical manner,
difference is held fast within an oppositional, negative, and contradictory system.
For difference to have a place, it was necessary to divide the “same” through con-
tradiction, to limit its infinite identity through nonbeing, to transform its indeter-
minate positivity through the negative. Given the priority of the same, difference
could only arise through these mediations. As for the repetitive, it is produced pre-
cisely at the point where the barely launched mediation falls back on itself; when,
instead of saying no, it twice pronounces the same yes, and when, instead of distrib-
uting oppositions into a system of definitions, it turns back indefinitely to the same
position. Repetition betrays the weakness of the same at the moment when it can no
longer negate itself in the other, when it can no longer recapture itself in the other.
Repetition, at one time pure exteriority and a pure figure of the origin, has been
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transformed into an internal weakness, a deficiency of finitude, a sort of stuttering
of the negative — the neurosis of dialectics. For it was indeed toward dialectics that
the philosophy of representation was headed.

And yet, how is it that we fail to recognize Hegel as the philosopher of the
greater differences and Leibniz as the thinker of the smallest differences? In actual-
ity, dialectics does not liberate differences; it guarantees, on the contrary, that they
can always be recaptured. The dialectical sovereignty of the same consists in permit-
ting differences to exist but always under the rule of the negative, as an instance
of nonbeing. They may appear to be the successful subversion of the Other, but
contradiction secretly assists in the salvation of identities. Is it necessary to recall the
unchanging pedagogical origin of dialectics? What ceaselessly reactivates it, what
causes the endless rebirth of the aporia of being and nonbeing, is the humble class-
room interrogation, the student’s fictive dialogue: “This is red; that is not red. At
this moment, it is light outside. No, now it is dark.” In the twilight of an October
sky, Minerva’s bird flies close to the ground: “Write it down, write it down,” it
croaks, “comorrow morning, it will no longer be dark.”

The freeing of difference requires thought without contradiction, without dia-
lectics, without negation; thought that accepts divergence; affirmative thought
whose instrument is disjunction; thought of the multiple — of the nomadic and
dispersed multiplicity that is not limited or confined by the constraints of the
same; thought that does not conform to a pedagogical model (the fakery of pre-
pared answers) but attacks insoluble problems — that is, a thought which addresses
a multiplicity of exceptional points, which is displaced as we distinguish their con-
ditions and which insists upon and subsists in the play of repetitions. Far from
being the still incomplete and blurred image of an Idea that would, from on high
and for all time, hold the answer, the problem lies in the idea itself, or rather, the
Idea exists only in the form of a problem: a distinctive plurality whose obscurity
is nevertheless insistent, and in which the question ceaselessly stirs. What is the
answer to the question? The problem. How is the problem resolved? By displacing
the question. The problem escapes the logic of the excluded third, because it is a
dispersed multiplicity; it cannot be resolved by the clear distinctions of a Cartesian
idea, because as an idea it is obscure-distinct; it seriously disobeys the Hegelian
negative because it is a multiple affirmation; it is not subjected to the contradic-
tion of being and nonbeing, since it is being. We must think problematically rather
than question and answer dialectically.

The conditions for thinking of difference and repetition, as we have seen, have
undergone a progressive expansion. First, it was necessary, along with Aristotle, to
abandon the identity of the concept, to reject resemblance within representation,
and simultaneously to free ourselves from the philosophy of representation; and
now, it is necessary to free ourselves from Hegel — from the opposition of predicates,
from contradiction and negation, from all of dialectics. But there is yet a fourth
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condition, and it is even more formidable than the others. The most tenacious
subjectivation of difference is undoubtedly that maintained by categories. By show-
ing the number of different ways in which being can express itself, by specifying
its forms of attribution, by imposing in a certain way the distribution of exist-
ing things, categories create a condition where being maintains its undifferentiated
repose at the highest level. Categories dictate the play of affirmations and negations,
establish the legitimacy of resemblances within representation, and guarantee the
objectivity and operation of concepts. They suppress anarchic difference, divide
differences into zones, delimit their rights, and prescribe their task of specification
with respect to individual beings. On one side, they can be understood as the a
priori forms of knowledge, but, on the other, they appear as an archaic morality, the
ancient decalogue that the identical imposed upon difference. Difference can only
be liberated through the invention of an acategorical thought. But perhaps inven-
tion is a misleading word, since in the history of philosophy there have been at least
two radical formulations of the univocity of being — those given by Duns Scotus and
Spinoza. In Duns Scotus’s philosophy, However, being is neutral, while for Spinoza
it is based on substance; in both contexts, the elimination of categories and the affir-
mation that being is expressed for all things in the same way had the single objective
of maintaining the unity of being. Let us imagine, on the contrary, an ontology
where being would be expressed in the same fashion for every difference, but could
only express differences. Consequently, things could no longer be completely cov-
ered over, as in Duns Scotus, by the great monochrome abstraction of being, and
Spinoza’s modes would no longer revolve around the unity of substance. Differences
would revolve of their own accord, being would be expressed in the same fashion
for all these differences, and being would be no longer a unity that guides and dis-
tributes them but their repetition as differences. For Deleuze, the noncategorical
univocity of being does not directly attach the multiple to unity itself (the universal
neutrality of being, or the expressive force of substance); it puts being into play as
that which is repetitively expressed as difference. Being is the recurrence of differ-
ence, without there being any difference in the form of its expression. Being does
not distribute itself into regions; the real is not subordinated to the possible; and
the contingent is not opposed to the necessary. Whether the battle of Actium or
the death of Antony were necessary or not, the being of both these pure events — to
fight, to die — is expressed in the same manner, in the same way that it is expressed
with respect to the phantasmatic castration that occurred and did not occur. The
suppression of categories, the affirmation of the univocity of being, and the repeti-
tive revolution of being around difference — these are the final conditions for the
thought of the phantasm and the event. We have not quite reached the conclusion.
We must return to this “recurrence,” but let us pause a moment.

Can it be said that Bouvard and Pecuchet make mistakes?"” Do they com-
mit blunders whenever an opportunity presents itself? If they make mistakes, it
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is because there are rules that underline their failures and under certain definable
conditions they might have succeeded. Nevertheless, their failure is constant, what-
ever their action, whatever their knowledge, whether or not they follow the rules,
whether the books they consulted were good or bad. Everything befalls their under-
taking — errors, of course, but also fires, frost, the foolishness and perversity of men,
a dog’s anger. Their efforts were not wrong; they were totally botched. To be wrong
is to mistake a cause for another; it is not to foresee accidents; it may derive from a
faulty knowledge of substances or from the confusion of necessities with possibili-
ties. We are mistaken if we apply categories carelessly and inopportunely, but it is
altogether different to ruin a project completely: it is to ignore the framework of
categories (and not simply their points of application). If Bouvard and Pecuchet are
reasonably certain of precisely those things which are largely improbable, it is not
that they are mistaken in their discrimination of the possible but that they confuse
all aspects of reality with every form of possibility (this is why the most improbable
events conform to the most natural of their expectations). They confuse or, rather,
are confused by the necessity of their knowledge and the contingency of the seasons,
the existence of things, and the shadows found in books: an accident, for them, pos-
sesses the obstinacy of a substance, and those substances seized them by the throat
in their experimental accidents. Such is their grand and pathetic stupidity, and it
is incomparable to the meager foolishness of those who surround them and make
mistakes, the others whom they rightfully disdain. Within categories, one makes
mistakes; outside of them, beyond or beneath them, one is stupid. Bouvard and
Pecuchet are acategorical beings.

These comments allow us to isolate a use of categories that may not be immedi-
ately apparent; by creating a space for the operation of truth and falsity; by situating
the free supplement of error, categories silently reject stupidity. In a commanding
voice, they instruct us in the ways of knowledge and solemnly alert us to the pos-
sibilities of error, while in a whisper they guarantee our intelligence and form the
a priori of excluded stupidity. Thus we court danger in wanting to be freed from
categories; no sooner do we abandon them than we face the magma of stupidity and
risk being surrounded not by a marvelous multiplicity of differences but by equiva-
lences, ambiguities, the “it all comes down to the same thing,” a leveling uniformity,
and the thermodynamism of every miscarried effort. To think in the form of the
categories is to know the truth so that it can be distinguished from the false; to think
“acategorically” is to confront a black stupidity and, in a flash, to distinguish oneself
from it. Stupidity is contemplated: sight penetrates its domain and becomes fasci-
nated; it carries one gently along and its action is mimed in the abandonment of
oneself; we support ourselves on its amorphous fluidity; we await the first leap of an
imperceptible difference, and blankly, without fever, we watch to see the glimmer
of light return. Error demands rejection — we can erase it; we accept stupidity — we
see it, we repeat it, and softly, we call for total immersion.
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This is the greatness of Warhol with his canned foods, senseless accidents, and
his series of advertising smiles: the oral and nutritional equivalence of those half-
open lips, teeth, tomato sauce, that hygiene based on detergents; the equivalence
of death in the cavity of an eviscerated car, at the top of a telephone pole and at the
end of a wire, and between the glistening, steel blue arms of the electric chair. “Its
the same either way,” stupidity says, while sinking into itself and infinitely extend-
ing its nature with the things it says of itself; “Here or there, it’s always the same
thing; what difference if the colors vary, if they’re darker or lighter. It’s all so sense-
less — life, women, death! How stupid this stupidity!” But, in concentrating on this
boundless monotony, we find the sudden illumination of multiplicity itself — with
nothing at its center, at its highest point, or beyond it — a flickering of light that
travels even faster than the eyes and successively lights up the moving labels and the
captive snapshots that refer to each other to eternity, without ever saying anything:
suddenly, arising from the background of the old inertia of equivalences, the zebra
stripe of the event tears through the darkness, and the eternal phantasm informs
that soup can, that singular and depthless face.

Intelligence does not respond to stupidity, since it is stupidity already vanquished,
the categorical art of avoiding error. The scholar is intelligent. It is thought, though,
that confronts stupidity, and it is the philosopher who observes it. Their private
conversation is a lengthy one, as the philosopher’s sight plunges into this candleless
skull. It is his death mask, his temprtation, perhaps his desire, his catatonic theater.
At the limit, thought would be the intense contemplation from close up — to the
point of losing oneself in it — of stupidity; and its other side is formed by lassitude,
immobility, excessive fatigue, obstinate muteness, and inertia — o, rather, they form
its accompaniment, the daily and thankless exercise which prepares it and which
it suddenly dissipates. The philosopher must have sufficiently ill will to play the
game of truth and error badly: this perversity, which operates in para doxes, allows
him to escape the grasp of categories. But aside from this, he must be sufficiently
“ill humored” to persist in the confrontation with stupidity, to remain motionless
to the point of stupefaction in order to approach it successfully and mime it, to let
it slowly grow within himself (this is probably what we politely refer to as being
absorbed in one’s thoughts), and to await, in the always-unpredictable conclusion to
this elaborate preparation, the shock of difference. Once paradoxes have upset the
table of representation, catatonia operates within the theater of thought.

We can easily see how LSD inverts the relationships of ill humor, stupidity, and
thought: it no sooner eliminates the supremacy of categories than it tears away the
ground of its indifference and disintegrates the gloomy dumbshow of stupidity;
and it presents this univocal and acategorical mass not only as variegated, mobile,
asymmetrical, decentered, spiraloid, and reverberating but causes it to rise, at each
instant, as a swarming of phantasm-events. As it slides on this surface at once
regular and intensely vibratory, as it is freed from its catatonic chrysalis, thought
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invariably contemplates this indefinite equivalence transformed into an acute event
and a sumptuous, appareled repetition. Opium produces other effects: thought
gathers unique differences into a point, eliminates the background and deprives
immobility of its task of contemplating and soliciting stupidity through its mime.
Opium ensures a weightless immobility, the stupor of a butterfly that differs from
catatonic rigidity; and, far beneath, it establishes a ground that no longer stupidly
absorbs all differences but allows them to arise and sparkle as so many minute,
distanced, smiling, and eternal events. Drugs — if we can speak of them generally —
have nothing at all to do with truth and falsity; only to fortune-tellers do they reveal
a world “more truthful than the real.” In fact, they displace the relative positions of
stupidity and thought by eliminating the old necessity of a theater of immobility.
Buct perhaps, if it is given to thought to confront stupidity, drugs, which mobilize it,
which color, agitate, furrow, and dissipate it, which populate it with differences and
substitute for the rare flash a continuous phosphorescence, are the source of a par-
tial thought — perhaps.'® At any rate, in a state deprived of drugs, thought possesses
two horns: one is ill will (to baffle categories) and the other ill humor (to point to
stupidity and transfix it). We are far from the old sage who invests so much goodwill
in his search for the truth that he can contemplate with equanimity the indifferent
diversity of changing fortunes and things; far from the irritability of Schopenhauer,
who became annoyed with things that did not return to their indifference of their
own accord. But we are also distant from the “melancholy” that makes itself indif-
ferent to the world, and whose immobility — alongside books and a globe — indicates
the profundity of thought and the diversity of knowledge. Exercising its ill will
and ill humor, thought awaits the outcome of this theater of perverse practices: the
sudden shift of the kaleidoscope, signs that light up for an instant, the results of
the thrown dice, the destiny of another game. Thinking does not provide consola-
tion or happiness. Like a perversion, it languidly drags itself out; it repeats itself
with determination upon a stage; at a stroke, it flings itself outside the dice box.
At the moment when chance, the theater, and perversions enter into resonance,
when chance dictates a resonance among the three, then thought becomes a trance;
and it becomes worthwhile to think.

The univocity of being, its singleness of expression, is paradoxically the princi-
pal condition that permits difference to escape the domination of identity, frees it
from the law of the Same as a simple opposition within conceptual elements. Being
can express itself in the same way, because difference is no longer submitted to the
prior reduction of categories; because it is not distributed inside a diversity that can
always be perceived; because it is not organized in a conceptual hierarchy of species
and genus. Being is that which is always said of difference; it is the Recurrence of
difference."”

With this term, we can avoid the use of both Becomingand Return, because differ-
ences are not the elements — not even the fragmentary, intermingled, or monstrously
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confused elements — of an extended evolution that carries them along in its course
and occasionally allows their masked or naked reappearance. The synthesis of Becom-
ing might seem somewhat slack, but it nevertheless maintains a unity — not only
and not especially that of an infinite container but also the unity of fragments, of
passing and recurring moments, and of the floating consciousness that recognizes it.
Consequently, we are led to mistrust Dionysus and his Bacchantes even in their state
of intoxication. As for the Return, must it be the perfect circle, the well-oiled mill-
stone that turns on its axis and reintroduces things, forms, and men at their appointed
time? Must there be a center and must events occur on its periphery? Even Zarathustra
could not tolerate this idea:

“Everything straight lies,” murmured the dwarf disdainfully. “All truth is crooked,
time itself is a circle.”

“Spirit of Gravity,” I said angrily, “you do treat this too lightly.”

And convalescing, he groans:

“Alas! Man will return eternally, abject man will return eternally.”

Perhaps what Zarathustra is proclaiming is not the circle; or perhaps the intoler-
able image of the circle is the last sign of a higher form of thought; perhaps, like the
young shepherd, we must break this circular ruse — like Zarathustra himself, who bit
off the head of a serpent and immediately spat it away.

Chronos is the time of becoming and new beginnings. Piece by piece, Chronos
swallows the things to which it gives birth and which it causes to be reborn in its
own time. This monstrous and lawless becoming — the endless devouring of each
instant, the swallowing-up of the totality of life, the scattering of its limbs — is linked
to the exactitude of rebeginning. Becoming leads into this great, interior labyrinth,
a labyrinth no different in nature from the monster it contains. But from the depths
of this convoluted and inverted architecture, a solid thread allows us to retrace our
steps and to rediscover the same light of day. Dionysus with Ariadne: you have
become my labyrinth. But Aeon is recurrence itself, the straight line of time, a split-
ting quicker than thought and narrower than any instant. It causes the same present
to arise — on both sides of this indefinitely splitting arrow — as always existing, as
indefinitely present, and as indefinite future. It is important to understand that this
does not imply a succession of present instances which derive from a continuous
flux and that, as a result of their plenitude, allow us to perceive the thickness of the
past and the horizon of a future in which they, in turn, become the past. Rather, it is
the straight line of the future that repeatedly cuts the smallest width of the present,
that indefinitely recuts it starting from itself. We can trace this schism to its limbs,
but we will never find the indivisible atom that ultimately serves as the minutely
present unity of time (time is always more supple than thought). On both sides of
the wound we invariably find that the schism has already happened (and that it
had already taken place, and that it had already happened that it had already taken
place), and that it will happen again (and in the future, it will happen again): it is
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less a cut than a constant fibrillation. Time is what repeats itself; and the present —
split by this arrow of the future that carries it forward by always causing its swerv-
ing on both sides — endlessly recurs. But it recurs as singular difference; and the
analogous, the similar, and the identical never return. Difference recurs; and being,
expressing itself in the same manner with respect to difference, is never the universal
flux of Becoming; nor is the well-centered circle of the identical. Being is a Return
freed from the curvature of the circle; it is Recurrence. Consequently, three deaths
of Becoming, the devouring Father-mother in labor; of the circle, by which the gift
of life passes to the flowers each springtime; of recurrence — the repetitive fibrillation
of the present, the eternal and dangerous fissure fully given in an instant, affirmed
in a single stroke once and for all.

By virtue of its splintering and repetition, the present is a throw of the dice. This
is not because it forms part of a game in which it insinuates small contingencies or
elements of uncertainty. It is at once the chance within the game and the game itself
as chance; in the same stroke, both the dice and rules are thrown, so that chance
is not broken into pieces and parceled out but is totally affirmed in a single throw.
The present as the recurrence of difference, as repetition giving voice to difference,
affirms at once the totality of chance. The univocity of being in Duns Scotus led to
the immobility of an abstraction, in Spinoza it led to the necessity and eternity of
substance; but here it leads to the single throw of chance in the fissure of the pres-
ent. If being always declares itself in the same way, it is not because being is one but
because the totality of chance is affirmed in the single dice throw of the present.

Can we say that the univocity of being has been formulated on three different
occasions in the history of philosophy, by Duns Scotus and Spinoza and finally by
Nietzsche — the first to conceive of univocity as returning and not as an abstraction
or a substance? Perhaps we should say that Nietzsche went as far as the thought
of the Eternal Return; more precisely, he pointed to it as an intolerable thought.
Intolerable because, as soon as its first signs are perceived, it fixes itself in that image
of the circle which carries in itself the fatal threat that all things will return — the
spider’s reiteration. But this intolerable must be considered because it exists only as
an empty sign, a passageway to be crossed, the formless voice of the abyss whose
approach is indissociably both happiness and disgust. In relation to the Return,
Zarathustra is the Fursprecher, the one who speaks for. . ., in the place of. . ., mark-
ing the spot of his absence. Zarathustra is not Nietzsche’s image but his sign. The
sign (which must be distinguished from the symptom) of rupture: the sign closest
to the intolerability of the thought of the return, “Nietzsche” allowed the eternal
return to be thought. For close to a century the loftiest enterprise of philosophy has
been directed to this task, but who has had the arrogance to say that he has seen it
through? Should the Return have resembled the nineteenth century’s conception of
the end of history, an end that circled menacingly around us like a phantasmagoria
at the final days? Should we have ascribed to this empty sign, imposed by Nietzsche
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as an excess, a series of mythic contents that disarmed and reduced it? Should we
have attempted, on the contrary, to refine it so that it could unashamedly assume its
place within a particular discourse? Or should this excessive, this always-misplaced
and displaced sign have been accentuated; and instead of finding an arbitrary mean-
ing to correspond to it, instead of constructing an adequate word, should it have
been made to enter into resonance with the great signified that today’s thought
supports as an uncertain and controlled ballast? Should it have allowed recurrence
to resound in unison with difference? We must avoid thinking that the return is the
form of a content that is difference; rather, from an always-nomadic and anarchic
difference to the unavoidably excessive and displaced sign of recurrence, a lightning
storm was produced which will bear the name of Deleuze: new thought is possible;
thought is again possible.

This thought does not lie in the future, promised by the most distant of new
beginnings. It is present in Deleuze’s texts — springing forth, dancing before us,
in our midst; genital thought, intensive thought, affirmative thought, acategorical
thought — each of these an unrecognizable face, a mask we have never seen before;
differences we had no reason to expect but which nevertheless lead to the return,
as masks of their masks, of Plato, Duns Scotus, Spinoza, Leibniz, Kant, and all
other philosophers. This is philosophy not as thought but as theater — a theater
of mime with multiple, fugitive, and instantaneous scenes in which blind gestures
signal to each other. This is the theater where the laughter of the Sophist bursts out
from under the mask of Socrates; where Spinoza’s modes conduct a wild dance in a
decentered circle while substance revolves about it like a mad planet; where a limp-
ing Fichte announces “the fractured I // the dissolved self”; where Leibniz, having
reached the top of the pyramid, can see through the darkness that celestial music is
in fact a Pierrot lunaire. In the sentry box of the Luxembourg Gardens, Duns Scotus
places his head through the circular window; he is sporting an impressive mustache;
it belongs to Nietzsche, disguised as Klossowski.
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as The Phenomenology of Perception, trans. Colin Smith (London: Routledge & Kegan
Paul, 1962).
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35-43, 299-304.
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CHAPTER 3

Michel Foucault’s Main Concepts

GILLES DELEUZE

For Daniel Defert

Foucault refers to his work as “studies in history,” though he does not see it as
“the work of an historian.” He does the work of a philosopher, but he does not
work on the philosophy of history. What does it mean to think? Foucault has
never dealt with any other problem (hence his debt to Heidegger). And the his-
torical? It is formations which are stratified, made up of strata. But to think is to
reach a non-striated material, somewhere between the layers, in the interstices.
Thinking has an essential relation to history, but it is no more historical than
it is eternal. It is closer to what Nietzsche calls the Untimely: to think the past
against the present — which would be nothing more than a common place, pure
nostalgia, some kind of return, if he did not immediately add: “in favor, I hope,
of a time to come.” There is a becoming of thought which passes through his-
torical formations, like their twin, but which does not resemble them. Thinking
must come from the outside of thought, and yet at the same time be engendered
from within — beneath the strata and beyond them. “To what extent the task of
thought thinking its own history can liberate thought from what it thinks in
! “Thinking differently” informs the
work of Foucault along three different axes, discovered one after the other: 1)

silence and enable it to think differently.

strata as historical formations (archaeology), 2) the outside as beyond (strategy),
and 3) the inside as a substratum (genealogy). Foucault often took pleasure in
underlining the turning points and the ruptures in his own work. But these
changes in direction rightfully belong to this kind of work, just as the ruptures
belong to the method, in the construction of the three axes, i.c. the creation of
new coordinates.
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1. STRATA OR HisTORICAL FORMATIONS: THE VISIBLE AND
THE UTTERABLE (SAVOIR)

Strata are historical formations, both empirical and positive. They are made of
words and things, seeing and speaking, the visible and the utterable, planes of vis-
ibility and fields of legibility — content and expression. These last terms we may
borrow from Hjelmslev, provided we do not confuse content with the signified, nor
expression with the signifier. Content has its own form and substance: for example,
the prison and its inmates. Expression also has a form and a substance: for example,
criminal law and “delinquency.” Just as criminal law as a form of expression defines
a field of utterability (the propositions of delinquency), so the prison as a form of
content defines a place of visibility (“panoptics,” the surveillance of everything at
every moment without being seen). This example is drawn from the last major
analysis of strata which Foucault conducted in Discipline and Punish. But such an
analysis was already present in 7he History of Madness: the asylum as a place of vis-
ibility, and the medicine of psychology as a field of utterances. In the meantime,
Foucault writes Raymond Roussel and The Birth of the Clinic, more or less together.
The first shows how the work of Roussel is divided into two parts: inventions of
visibility by machines, and productions of utterances through “procedures.” The
second shows how the clinic and then pathological anatomy lead to variable parti-
tions between the visible and the utterable. Foucault will draw his conclusions in
The Archaeology of Knowledge, where we find a general theory of the two elements
of stratification: the forms of content, or nondiscursive formations; and the forms
of expression, or discursive formations. In this sense, that which is stratified consti-
tutes Knowledge (the lesson of things and the lesson of grammar) and is subject to
archaeology. Archaeology does not necessarily refer to the past, but to strata, such
that our present has an archaeology of its own. Present or past, the visible is like the
utterable: it is the object not of phenomenology, but of epistemology.

To be sure, words (m0#s) and things (choses) are rather vague terms to designate
the two poles of knowledge, and Foucault will admit that the title Les Mors et les
Choses [English translation: The Order of Things] should be taken ironically. The
task of archaeology is to discover a genuine form of expression which cannot be con-
fused with linguistic units, no matter what they are: words, phrases, propositions, or
speech-acts. We know Foucault will discover this form in a totally original concep-
tion of the “utterance,” defined as a function that intersects diverse units. But an
analogous operation holds for the form of content: the visible, or units of visibility,
is not to be confused with visual elements, whether qualities, things, objects, or
amalgams of action and reaction. In this respect, Foucault constructs a function
which is no less original than his “utterance.” Units of visibility are not the forms
of objects, not even those forms which would be revealed in the contact between
light and things. Instead, they are forms of the luminous, luminous forms, created
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by light itself, allowing things and objects to subsist only as ashes, reflections, or
sparkles (Raymond Roussel, but maybe Manet as well). Thus the task of archaeology
is twofold: to “extract,” from words and language, “utterances” that correspond to
each stratum, but also to “extract” from things and vision, units of visibility, the vis-
ible. Of course, from the beginning, Foucault singles out the primacy of utterances,
and we will see why. Furthermore, in The Archaeology of Knowledge, the planes of
visibility will receive only a negative definition, “non-discursive formations,” situ-
ated in a space that is merely complimentary to the field of utterances. Nevertheless,
despite the primacy of utterances, the visible remains irreducibly distinct from it.
Knowledge has two irreducible poles, and there also exists an “archacology of see-
ing.” The primacy of one in no way implies a reduction. When we neglect his
theory of the visible, we mutilate the conception which Foucault had of history,
and we mutilate his thought, the conception he had of thinking. Foucault never
stopped being fascinated by what he saw, just as he was by what he heard or read.
Archaeology in his conception is an audiovisual archive (beginning with the history
of science). And in our own time, the joy Foucault secretly takes in the utterance is
necessarily linked to his passion for seeing. Voice and Eyes.

This is because utterances are never directly legible or even utterable, although
they are not hidden. They become legible and utterable only in relation to cer-
tain conditions which make them so, and which constitutes their inscription on an
“enunciative support.” The condition is that “there be some (a little) language,” that
is, a mode of being of language on each stratum, a variable way in which language is,
is full, and is gathered (7he Order of Things). Words must thus be pried open, split
apart, either phrases or propositions, to grasp the way in which language appears
in each stratum, understood as the dimension which provides “some” language and
which conditions the utterances. If we cannot rise to the level of this condition, we
will not find utterances, but will instead bump up against the words, phrases and
propositions which seem to conceal them (so it is with sexuality, in La Volonté de
Savoir). On the other hand, if we can rise to this condition, we understand that
every age says all it can say, hides nothing, silences nothing, in terms of the lan-
guage at its disposal: even in politics, but especially in politics, even in sexuality, but
especially in sexuality — in the most cynical or the crudest language. The same goes
for the visible. The units of visibility are never hidden, but they too have condi-
tions without which they remain invisible, although in plain sight. Hence one of
Foucault’s themes: the visible invisible. In this instance, the condition is light, that
“there be” some light, variable according to each stratum or historical formation: a
way of being of light, which causes the units of visibility to emerge as flashes and
sparkles, a “second light” (Raymond Roussel, but also The Birth of the Clinic). Things
and objects must now in turn be pried open to grasp the way in which light appears
on each stratum and conditions the visible: this is the second aspect of the work of
Raymond Roussel, and more generally, the second pole of epistemology. An age sees
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only what it can see, but sees all it can, independently of any censorship and repres-
sion, in terms of the conditions of visibility, just as an age utters all it can. There
are no secrets whatsoever, although nothing is immediately visible, nor immediately
legible.

This research into conditions constitutes a kind of neo-Kantianism in Foucault,
but with two differences which Foucault formulates in 7he Order of Things: 1) the
conditions are those of real experience and not of possible experience, thus being on
the side of the “object,” not on the side of a universal “subject”; and 2) they have to
do with historical formations or strata as & posteriori syntheses, and not with the 2
priori syntheses of all possible experience.

But Foucaults neo-Kantianism lies in a Receptivity constituted by the units of
visibility along with their conditions, as well as a Spontaneity constituted in turn
by the units of utterablity along with their own conditions. The spontaneity of
language, and the receptivity of light. Receptive here does not mean passive, since
there is just as much action and passion in what light makes visible. Nor does spon-
taneous mean active, but rather the activity of an “Other” that acts on the receptive
form (so it is in Kant, where the spontaneity of “I think” acts on the receptive beings
which represent this spontaneity to themselves as other). In Foucault, the spontane-
ity of the understanding, the cogito, is replaced by the spontaneity of language (the
“being there” of language), whereas the receptivity of intuition is replaced by the
receptivity of light (space-time). Now the primacy of utterance over the visible is
casily explained: The Archaeology of Knowledge indeed lays claim to a “determinant”
role for utterances as discursive formations. But the units of visibility are no less
irreducible, because they refer to a form of the “determinable,” which will not allow
itself to be reduced to a form of determination. This was Kant’s great problem: the
mutual adaptation of two forms, or of sorts of conditions, different by nature.

In his transformation of Kant, Foucault makes some essential claims, one
of which I believe is this: from the beginning, there exists a difference of narure
between the visible and the utterable, although they are inserted in one another
and ceaselessly interpenetrate one another as they compose each stratum or knowl-
edge. It is perhaps this aspect, this first aspect which attracts Foucault to Blanchot:
“speaking is not seeing.” But whereas Blanchot insists on the primacy of speaking
as determinant, Foucault (despite hasty first impressions) maintains the specificity
of seeing as determinable. Between speaking and seeing, there is no isomorphism,
and no conformity, although there exists a mutual presupposition, and the utter-
able has primacy of the visible. The Archaeology of Knowledge indeed insists on this
primacy, but will add: “In vain do we say what we see; what we see never resides
in what we say, and we vainly try to make others see, through imagery, through
metaphor and comparison, what we are seeing; the place where imagery, metaphor,
and comparison shine in all their radiance is not the place which our eyes unfold;
it is rather the place defined by the successions of syntax.”” The two forms do not

62



MicHEL Foucaurr’s MAIN CONCEPTS

have the same formation, the same “genealogy,” in the archaeological sense of the
word Gestaltung. Discipline and Punish will provide the final great demonstration of
this difference between seeing and speaking: an encounter occurs between the utter-
ances of “delinquency,” which depend on a new regime of penal utterances, and the
prison as the form of content which depends on a new regime of visibility; the two
are different by nature, they do not have the same genesis, nor the same history,
although they encounter one another on the same stratum, helping and reinforc-
ing one another, though their alliance can be broken at certain moments. Here we
see Foucault’s method assume its historical meaning and development: the “play of
truth” between what we see and what we say, delinquency as utterance, the prison
as visibility. But early on in his work, as I mentioned, Foucault had done a similar
analysis in a different case (7he History of Madness): the asylum as a place of vis-
ibility, mental illness as an object of utterance, and the two having different geneses,
indeed a radical heterogeneity, but enjoying a mutual presupposition on the same
stratum, even if they should be forced to brake their alliance on some other stratum.
On each strata, or in each historical formation, certain phenomena of captur-
ing and holding can be found: series of utterances and segments of the visibility are
inserted in one another. Forms of content like the prison, like the asylum, engender
secondary utterances which produce or reproduce delinquency and mental illness;
but also, forms of expression like delinquency engender secondary contents which
are vehicles of the prison (Discipline and Punish). Between the visible and its lumi-
nous condition, utterances slip in; between the utterable and its language condition,
the visible works its way in (Raymond Roussel). This is because each condition has
something in common: each constitutes a space of “rarity,” of “dissemination,” lit-
tered with interstices. Thus the particular way in which language is gathered on a
stratum (its “being there”) is at the same time a space of dispersion for those utter-
ances stratified in language. Similarly, the particular way in which light is gathered
is at the same time a space of dispersion for the units of visibility, the “ashes,” the
“glimpses,” of a second light. It is a mistake to think that Foucault is primarily inter-
ested in imprisonment. Such environments merely perform the conditions of vis-
ibility in a certain historical formation; they didn’t exist before, and they won't exist
after. Imprisonment or not, these spaces are forms of exteriority, either language or
light, in which utterances are disseminated and the visible dispersed. This is why
utterances can slip into the interstices of seeing, and the visible, into the interstices
of speaking. We speak, we see and make see, at the same time, although they are
not the same thing and the two differ in nature (Raymond Roussel). And from one
stratum to another, the visible and the utterable are transformed at the same time,
although not according to the same rules (7he Birth of the Clinic). In short, each
stratum, each historical formation, each positivity, is made up of the interweaving of
determinant utterances and determinable units of visibility, in as much as they are
heterogeneous, though this heterogeneity does not prevent their mutual insertion.
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2. STRATEGIES OR THE NON-STRATIFIED (POWER): THINKING THE QUTSIDE

The coadaptation of the two forms is in no way impeded, but that is not enough.
Coadaptation must be positively engendered, through a moment comparable to
what Kant called “schematism.” We are now on a new axis. This new axis has to
do with power, and no longer with knowledge. The preceding determinations are
found on this new axis, only now it is a mutual presupposition between power
and knowledge, a difference of nature between them, and the primacy of power.
Buct it is no longer a question of the relation between two forms, as it was with
knowledge. Now it is a question of power relations. The essence of force is to be
sought in its relation to other forces: form affects other forms, and is affected by
them. Consequently, Power (with a capital ‘P’) does not express the dominance of
a class, and does not depend on a State apparatus, but “is produced at every point,
or rather in every relation from point to point.”” Power flows through the ruling
class no less than through those who are ruled, in such a way that classes result
from it, and not the reverse. The State or Law merely effects the integration of
power. Classes and the State are not forces, but subjects which align forces, inte-
grate them globally, and perform the relation of forces, on and in the strata. These
agents of stratication presuppose power relations prior to any subject and object.
This is why power is exercised before being possessed: it is a question of strategy,
“anonymous strategies,” “almost mute,” and blind. One cannot say that a social
field is self-structuring, or that it is self-contradictory. A social field strategizes, it is
self-strategizing (hence a sociology of strategies, as in the work of Pierre Bordieu).
This is also why power introduces us to a realm of “microphysics,” or presents itself
a complex of micro-powers. Therefore, we should distinguish the strategy of forces
from the stratification of forms which flows from it. But from one to the other, there
is no enlargement, or inversely, miniaturization: there is heterogeneity.

In this celebrated Foucauldian thesis, can we not see a kind of return to natural
law? But with this one difference: it has nothing to do with law, a too global notion,
nor with Nature, another global term too heavily freighted. Rather, a Nietzschean
inspiration is behind this thesis, as Foucault’s article on Nietzsche demonstrates. And
later on, if Foucault opposes every manifestation of what he considered facile and
hasty conceptions of repressive power, it is because power relations are not so easily
determined by simple violence. The relation of one force to another consists in the
way in which one force affects the others, and is affected by them; in which case, we
can draw up a list of “functions”: sample and subtract, enumerate and control, com-
pose and increase, etc. Force itself is defined by a double capacity, to affect and be
affected, hence it is inseparable from its relation to other forces which, on every occa-
sion, determine or fulfill these capacities. We thus see something like a receptivity of
force (a capacity to be affected) and a spontaneity of force (a capacity to affect). Now,
however, receptivity and spontaneity no longer have the same meaning as they did
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a while ago with respect to the strata. On the strata, seeing and speaking were each
composed of already-formed substances and already formalized functions: prisoners,
students, soldiers and workers were not the same “substance,” precisely because lock-
ing up, teaching, lighting and laboring were not the same function. Power relations,
however, mix and blend non-formed materials and non-formalized functions: for
example, some body, or some population, over which is exercised a general function
of control and sectorization (independently of the concrete forms which the strata
impart to them).

In this sense, Foucault can say, or at least he does so once in a crucial passage
of Discipline and Punish, that a “diagram” expresses a relation of force or power: “a
functioning abstracted from any obstacle, resistance, or friction . . . and which should
be detached from any specific use.” For example, a disciplinary diagram that defines
modern societies. But other diagrams act on societies with other stratifications: the
diagram of sovereignty, which functions by means of sampling rather than sectoriza-
tion; or the pastoral diagram, which has to do with a “flock” and assumes “grazing“
as its function . . . One of the more original aspects of the diagram is its being a place
of mutations. The diagram is not exactly outside the strata, but 7 is the ousside of the
strata. It is between two strata as the place of mutations which enables the passage
from one stratum to the other. Thus power relations constitute the power in a dia-
gram, whereas the relations of forms define the knowledge in an archive. Foucaults
genealogy is no longer a simple archaeology of forms that appear in a stratum; it now
becomes a strategy of forces on which the stratum itself depends.

His study of stratified relationships of knowledge culminates in the Archacology.
The study of strategic relations of forces or power begins in earnest in Discipline and
Punish and is further developed in The Will to Knowledge. Between the two, there is
both irreducibility, reciprocal presupposition and a certain predominance of the latter.
“Diagrammatism” will play a role similar to Kant’s schematism but in a completely
different way: the receptive spontaneity of forces accounts for the receptivity of visible
forms, the spontaneity of utterable statements and their correlation. The relation-
ships between forces occur in the strata, which would have nothing to embody or
actualize without them. Inversely, without the strata actualizing them, the relation-
ships of forces would remain transitive, unstable, fleeting, almost virtual, and would
not take shape. We can understand this by referring to 7he Archaeology of Knowledge,
which already suggested “regularity” was a property of the utterance. Regularity for
Foucault does not designate frequency or probability but a curve connecting singular
points. The relationships of forces indeed determine singular points, singularities as
affects, such that a diagram is always a discharge of singularities. It is like in mathemat-
ics where the determination of singularities (nodes of force, focal points, method of
steepest descent, etc.) is distinguished from the slope of the curve passing nearby. The
curve initiates the relationships of force by regularizing them, aligning them, making
the series converge, tracing a “general line of force” connecting singular points. When
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he defines the utterance as a regularity, Foucault notes that curves or graphs are utter-
ances and that utterances are the equivalent of curves and graphs. Thus the utterance
is essentially related to “something else,” something of a different nature that cannot
be reduced to the meaning of the sentence or the referent of the clause: they are the
singular points of the diagram next to which the curve-utterance is traced in language
and becomes regular or legible. And maybe the same should be said of visibilities. In
that case, paintings organize the singularities from the point of view of receptivity, by
tracing lines of light that make them visible. Not only Foucaults thought but his style
proceed by curve-utterances and painting-descriptions (Las Meninas or the descrip-
tion of the Panopticon; all of the remarkable descriptions Foucault introduced into his
texts). Thus a theory of descriptions is just as crucial for him as a theory of utterances.
And these two elements result from the diagram of forces that is actualized in them.
We could present things in the following way: if a force is always in relation to
other forces, the forces necessarily refer to an irreducible Outside made up of indi-
visible distances through which one force acts on another or is acted on by another.
Only from the outside does a force confer on others or receive from other forces
the variable affectations that only exist at a certain distance or in a certain relation-
ship. Forces are therefore in a perpetual becoming that doubles history or rather
envelops it, according to a Nierzschian conception: “emergence designates a place of
confrontation,” states the article on Nietzsche, “not a closed field where a struggle
takes place,” but “a non-place, a pure distance” that only acts in the interstices.’
An outside more distant than any external world and even farther than any form
of exteriority. The diagram is such a non-place, constantly disturbed by changes in
distance or by changes in the forces in relation. It is only a place for mutation. While
seeing and speaking are forms of exteriority, each exterior to the other, then thinking
addresses an outside that no longer has any form. Thinking means reaching non-
stratification. Seeing is thinking, speaking is thinking, but thinking takes place in
the gap, in the disjunction between seeing and speaking. This is Foucault’s second
meeting point with Blanchot: thinking belongs to the Outside to the extent that
the latter, this “abstract storm,” surges into the interstice between seeing and speak-
ing. Blanchot’s article takes up where the Nietzsche article leaves off. The call of the
outside is a constant theme for Foucault and means that thinking is not the innate
exercise of a faculty but must happen to thought. Thinking does not depend on an
interiority uniting the visible and the utterable but takes place under the intrusion
of the outside that carves the interval: “thought of the outside’ as a roll of the dice, as
a discharge of singularities.6 Between two diagrams, between two states of diagrams,
there are mutations, reworkings of the relationships of forces. Not because anything
can connect to anything else. It is more like successive drawings of cards, each one
operating on chance but under external conditions determined by the previous
draw. It is a combination of randomness and dependency like in a Markov chain.
The component is not transformed, but the composing forces transform when they
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enter into relation with new forces. The connection therefore does not take place by
continuity or interiorization but by reconnection over the breaks and discontinuities.
The formula of the outside is the one from Nietzsche quoted by Foucault: “the iron
hand of necessity shaking the cup of chance.”

The theme of the “death of man” in The Order of Things can be explained in this
way. Not only does the concept of man disappear, and not because man “surpasses”
himself, but the component forces of man enter into new combinations. They did
not always compose man, but for a long rime, during the classical period, they were
in relationship with other forces in such a way as to compose God and not man,
such that the infinite was first in relation to the finite and thought was thought
of the infinite. Then they composed man, but to the extent that they entered into
relationship with another type of forces, obscure forces of organization of “life,”
“production” of wealth, “filiation” of language that were able to reduce man to his
own finiteness and to give him a History to make his own. But when these forces
appear at a third draw, new compositions must arise and the death of man connects
to the death of God to make room for other ashes or other utterances. In short, man
only exists on a stracum depending on the relationships of forces taking place on
it. Thus the outside is always the opening of a future where nothing ends because
nothing has started, but everything changes. The diagram as the determination of
a group of relationships of force does not exhaust forces, which can enter into other
relationships and other compositions. The diagram as comes from the outside but
the outside is not to be confused with any diagram as it constantly “draws” new
ones. Force in this sense possesses a potential in relation to the diagram in which it is
caught, like a third power distinct from its power to affect or be affected. This third
power is resistance. In fact, a diagram of forces presents, alongside the singularities of
power corresponding to its relationships, singularities of resistance, “points, nodes,
foci” that in turn act on the strata in order to make change possible. Moreover, the
last word in the theory of power is that resistance comes first, since it has a direct
relationship with the outside. Thus a social field resists more than it strategizes and
the thought of the outside is a thought of resistance (7he Will to Knowledge).

3. THE FoLps oRrR THE INSIDE OF THOUGHT (DESIRE)

We must therefore distinguish between the formalized relationships on the strata
(Knowledge), the relationships of forces at the diagram level (Power), and the rela-
tionship with the Outside, the absolute relationship, as Blanchot says, which is also
a non-relationship (Thought). Does that mean there is no inside? Foucault subjects
interiority to constant and radical critique. But what of an inside that is deeper than
any internal world just as the outside is farther than any external world? Foucault
often returns to the theme of the double. The double for him is not a projection of
the interior but, on the contrary, a fold of the outside, like in embryology for the
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invagination of tissue. For Foucault — and for Raymond Roussel — the double is
always a “doublure’ in every sense of the word.® If thought continues to “hold” onto
the outside, how could the outside not appear inside as what it does not think or
cannot think: an unthought in thought, says The Order of Things. This unthought
is the infinite for the classical age but, starting in the nineteenth century, the dimen-
sions of finiteness begin to fold the outside and develop a “depth,” a “thickness
pulled back into itself,” an inside of life, work and language. Foucault takes up the
Heideggerian theme of the Fold, the Crease, in his own way. He sends it in a com-
pletely different direction. A crease in the outside, be it the fold of the infinite or
the folds of finiteness, imposes a curve on the strata and forms their inside. Becom-
ing the doubling [doublure] of the outside or, as it was already put in the History of
Macdness, being “inside the outside.”

Perhaps there is not the rupture between recent books by Foucault and his earlier
work as many have said and he himself suggested. There is instead a re-evaluation of
them all according to this axis or dimension: the inside. 7he Order of Things already
asked the question of the unthought as well as the question of the subject: “What do
I have to be, me who thinks and who follows my thought, to be what I do not think,
for my thought to be what I am not?”"” The inside is an outside operation; it is a
subjectivation (which does not necessarily mean an interiorization). If the outside is
a relationship, the absolute of relationships, then the inside is also a relationship, the
relationship becoming subject. The Use of Pleasure gives it its name: “the relation-
ship of self to self.” If force receives a dual power from the outside, the power to
affect (other forces) and to be affected (by other forces), how could there not ensue
a relationship between force and itself? Perhaps this is the element of “resistance.”
At this point, Foucault rediscovers the affection of self by self as the greatest paradox
of thought: the relationship with oneself forms an inside that is constantly derived
from the outside.

Here again, it is necessary to show how the relationship with the outside comes
first and yet how the relationship to self is irreducible and takes places along a spe-
cific axis. The subject is always constituted, the product of a subjectivation, but it
appears in a dimension that opposes all stratification or codification. Consider the
historical formation of the Greeks: using the light that was their own and with the
utterances they invented, they actualized the relationships of force of their dia-
gram and it led to the city-state, the family, but also eloquence, games, everywhere
where at that moment the domination of one over another could take place. At
first glance, the domination of self by self, or Virtue as morality, is only another
example: “Ensuring the direction of one’s self, managing one’s house, participat-
ing in the government of the city-state are three practices of the same type.”"" And
yet the relationship to the self does not let itself be aligned according to the concrete
forms of power or be subsumed in an abstract diagrammatic function. One might
say that it only develops by dezaching itself from relationships with others, by
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“disconnecting itself” both from the forms of power and the functions of virtue.
It is as if the relationships of the outside folded to make a double [doublure] and
allow a relationship to the self to arise that develops according to a new dimen-
sion. Enkrateia is “a power exercised over oneself in the power one exercises over

”'? (how could one claim to govern others if one could not govern oneself?),

others
to such an extent that the relationship to the self becomes the primary internal
regulator in relation to the constitutive powers of politics, the family, eloquence
or games, and even virtue itself. Government of others is reflected, doubled or
submits in a government of the self that relates force to itself and not to another
force. Maybe the Greeks invented this dimension, at least as a partially autono-
mous dimension (an aesthetic conception of existence).

Foucaults thesis seems to be this: among the Greeks, the relationship to self
found the opportunity to occur in sexuality. This is because the sexual relationship
or affect is inseparable from the two poles that constitute its terms: spontaneity-
receptivity, determinant-determinable, active-passive, masculine role-feminine role.
But because of its violence and expenditure, sexual activity will only exercise its
determinant role if it is able to regulate itself, to affect itself. Thus sexuality is the
macter and test of the relationship to self.

From this point of view, the relationship to self occurs in three forms: a simple
relationship with the body as a Dietetics of pleasures or affects (governing oneself
sexually to be able to govern others); a developed relationship, with the spouse, as
the Economy of the household (governing oneself to be able to govern the spouse,
for the wife to attain good receptivity); finally a redoubled relationship with the
young man as the Erotics of homosexuality or pederasty (not only governing
oneself, but making the boy govern himself by resisting the power of others).
What seems essential to me in this presentation of the Greeks is that there is no
necessary connection, only an historical encounter between the relationship to
self, which would more likely tend towards the food model, and sexual relations,
which provides the terms and the material. Therein lies the difficulty Foucault
had to surmount: he started, he says, by writing a book on sexuality, The Will to
Knowledge, but without reaching the Self. Then he wrote a book on the relation-
ship to self but it did not arrive at sexuality. He had to reach the point or the
moment when the two notions were balanced, with the Greeks. From there, the
entire history of the Inside could be developed: how the connection between
the relation to self and sexual relations became increasingly “necessary” on the
condition that the value of the relationship to self, the terms of sexual relations,
the nature of the ordeal and the quality of the material changed. This led to
Christianity with the substitution of flesh for the body, desire for pleasure ...
The Greeks certainly did not lack either individuality or interiority. But it is a
long history, the history of modes of subjectivation as they formed the constantly
reworked genealogy of the desiring subject.
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The inside takes on many figures and modes depending on the way the folds
are formed. Desire. Isn't desire the inside in general, or the mobile connection
between the inside and the two other features, the outside and the strata? If it is
true that the inside is formed by a crease in the outside, then there is a wpological
relationship between them. The relationship to self is homologous to the relationship
with the outside and all the contents of the inside are in relation with the outside.
“The interior of the exterior, and vice versa,” said Madness and Civilization. The Use
of Pleasure speaks of isomorphism. Everything is done through the strata, which are
relatively exterior settings and therefore relatively interior. The stratified formations
place the absolute outside and inside derived from it in contact; or inversely, they
unfold the inside on the outside. The entire inside is actively present for the outside
at the edge of the strata. Thinking combines the three axes; it is a constantly chang-
ing unity. There are three types of problems here or three figures of time. The strata
delve into the past in vain; they only extract successive presents from it, they are in
the present (what is one seeing, what is one saying at this moment?). But the rela-
tionship with the outside is the future, possible futures depending on the chances
for transformation. The inside, for its part, condenses the past in modes that are nor
necessarily continuous (for example, Greek subjectivity, Christian subjectivity. . .).
The Archaeology of Knowledge raised the problem of long and short durations, but
Foucault seemed to consider primarily relatively short durations in the domain of
knowledge and power. With 7he Use of Pleasure he discovered long durations, start-
ing with the Greeks and the Fathers of the Church. The reason for this is simple: we
do not save the knowledge that is no longer useful for us or power that is no longer
exercised, but we continue to serve moralities in which we no longer believe. In each
moment, the past accumulates in the relationship to self while the strata carry the
changing present and the future comes into play in the relationship to the outside.
Thinking means taking residence in the strata in the present which serves as a limit.
Buct it is thinking the past as it is condensed in the inside, in the relationship with
the self. Thinking the past against the present, resisting the present, not for a return,
the return to the Greeks for example, but “in favor, I hope, of a time to come.”
Foucault’s work was created by inventing a topology that actively puts the inside
and outside in contact on the stratified formations of history. It is up to the strata to
produce layers that show and tell something new; but it is also up to the relationship
of the outside to call the powers in place into question, and it is up to the relation-
ship with the self to inspire new modes of subjectivization. Foucault’s work abruptly
stops at this final point. His interviews are a full part of his work because each one
is a topological operation that involves us in our current problems. His work has led
thought to discover an entirely new system of previously unknown coordinates. It
paints the most beautiful paintings of light in philosophy and traces unprecedented
curves of utterances. It reconnects with the great works that have changed what
thinking means for us. Its transformation of philosophy has only begun.
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CHAPTER 4
When and How I Read Foucault

ANTONIO NEGRI
TRANSLATED BY KRris KLoTZ

The journal Aut Auf — the first journal in Italy that took an interest in Michel
Foucault — published an article in its final 1978 issue that I had written one year
earlier, called “On the Method of the Critique of Politics.” In this text, I discussed
the influence that Foucault’s work had had up to this point on the thought of the
[talian revolutionary left, for which I had been a militant in the 1970s. Foucault’s
latest work had been Discipline and Punish, translated into Italian in 1976. At that
time, I had begun to work again on Marx, and on the Grundrisse in particular. In
fact, between 1977 and 1978, I taught a course on “Marx beyond Marx” at ENS
Ulm on the invitation of Althusser.*

I recall this information because it is important to highlight the overlap between
my reading of Foucault and a period of my work when I tried to summarize a
lengthy “revisionist” interpretation of Marx. This revision was not at all a rejection
of Marx, as was often the case at the end of the 1970s. On the contrary, it fully
adhered to the fundamental concepts of political economy and it was undertaken
within a revolutionary militancy.

Why, then, was I interested in Foucaule? At this time, the social and politi-
cal “movements” that were contesting the current political situation in Italy were
experiencing an intense conflict with the Italian Communist Party (ICP) and the
trade unions. The latter were in the process of establishing an alliance with the
forces of the right concerning social and parliamentary grounds. They called this
alliance “the historical compromise.” The ICP insisted on the hypothesis that the
proletariat could henceforth conquer the sovereign power,” and that left-wing
forces could not be picky when confronting this series of difficult but necessary
compromises. In sum, politics was autonomous and indifferent to values; only
force counted. For the ICP, as I understood it, the cult of sovereignty and the
“reason of State” went hand in hand. How could we demystify this idea, which
was so bizarre for the communists, that power and sovereignty corresponded to
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autonomous regions, that they represented indifferent instruments — in brief, that
they formed a veritable transcendental plane? And that struggle could only emerge
from this transcendental plane? We thought, on the contrary, that the materiality
of power and of political construction was extremely well-determined, character-
ized by neoliberal politics, and that this condition was anything but indifferent.
In order to resist, we therefore had to refuse: we had to denounce this so-called
indifference of power and affirm a critical and materially-determined perspec-
tive. We had to deny indifference because each and every one of us represented a
difference — determined, real, politically defined, and incapable of appearing other
than we were. With Foucault, we could say: “The human being is not characterized
by a certain relationship to truth, but he possesses, as belonging properly to him, a
truth both offered and hidden.”

However, this was not sufficient for transforming the rejection of a foreseen
political disaster — the disaster of the politics of the Italian left — into the construc-
tion of a new horizon of struggles. It was necessary to reorganize our analysis and
to rethink our own organization. We had to give to this moment of conscience a
capacity to expand, and to provide it with an unheard-of theoretical foundation.
And Foucault could provide us invaluable assistance with this.

Immediately, it had seemed to us that Foucault was situated within an “ontolog-
ical” tradition of French thought that had not yielded to the sirens of a philosophy
of life and action. In my reading, I had moved from Foucaults essay on Binswanger
to his essay on Kant’s Anthropology and to his work on Weizsaecker,” then to the
History of Madness and The Birth of the Clinic. My article highlighted, on the one
hand, the power of a relation perceived between ontology and anthropology. On
the other hand, it highlighted the fact that the construction of the historical object
was always extremely realistic, because the historical object was never removed from
something that could be given outside of immediate experience. As Althusser had
noted, it resulted from “absolutely unexpected temporalities” and “novel logics.”®
In freeing himself from the Kantian “schematism of Reason,” or from Husserlian
intentionality, Foucault constructed the historical object, it seemed to me, within a
concrete horizon that was made of struggles and strategies.

At that time, I wrote: “the horizon of strategy, of the ensemble of strategies, cor-
responds to the intersection of the will to know and concrete data, to the intersec-
tion of the rupture and the limit of the rupture. Every strategy is a struggle, every
synthesis is a limit. Here, there is more cunning than in Reason, there is more con-
creteness than in the Idea. Power is finally brought back to the network of acts that
constitute it.”” I added: “Of course, these acts are concealed by the ambiguity that
power represents in itself. But this does not preclude the affirmation that reality,
at every instant, presents itself as divided. It does not preclude that heteronomous
ends can be affirmed; nor that we must abandon the one-dimensional characteriza-
tion of what we have before us. All of this is not precluded, because what changes

73



BETWEEN DELEUZE AND FOUCAULT

is the perspective on things, which modifies and revitalizes research. This is a way
of being inside reality and repeating there this act of existence and of separation,
which belongs to us and which characterizes all subjects who are acting in his-
tory. Struggles are what envelop needs and points of view, perspectives and the will,
desires and expectations. Synthesis is delegated to nothing and no one. Science is
freed from what commanded it and offers itself to action, to concrete contingency"
and to practical determination.”"

What happens, then, regarding this decision? Something that is both elementary
and incredibly difficult. It is a matter of pushing this experience of history towards
truth, of pushing the description of historia rerum gestarum to res gestae."” We must
reconquer the totality in order to deny it (das Ganz ist un-Wahr’). But we must do
so because power in itself cannot comprehend life, the perspective of singularities,
or the apparatus [dispositif] that is organized by desire.

At the end of the 1950s, I worked a lot on German historicism. In fact, my
doctorate thesis was devoted to Historismus."* Dilthey, in particular, captured my
attention, especially the singular Kulturpolitik that constituted the space of his
inquiries. I rediscovered Burckhardt and Nietzsche much more than I would have
expected. In these works, there were “epochs” within which knowledge organized
itself in a unitary manner, but which always came to pieces. They were discon-
tinuous epochs. Could we not refer to them, by means of archacology, as to an
“episteme”? At the same time, both the “epoch” of the analyses of Historismus and
the “episteme” of Foucault could sometimes seem more stable than the founding
decision that traversed them and more stable than our ability to rediscover this
decision. In this blockage of the process, Kultur tended to transform itself into
Zivilisation in the work of the historicists. Similarly, the “living” episteme — what
Foucault later called biopolitics — tended to be reabsorbed in the constricted net-
work of biopower.

The episteme: it was extremely difficult to understand this notion in a non-
structuralist manner, at a time when we were observing the apex of this method
that had spread throughout the human sciences. In fact, this is how we inter-
preted The Order of Things” when it was published. Nearly ten years later, the
same fate was reserved for Discipline and Punish."® The fixation of the analysis of
Foucault on the image of the Panopticon, for example, impeded the movement
of this work and the analysis of knowledge to which it was otherwise devoted.
Production seemed to be dominated by a sort of unproductive circulation. The
Panopticon subsumed production and got lost somewhere between the formalism
of a philosophical tradition of action (“without object”) and the concretism of a
philosophy of structure (“without subject”). Between historia rerum gestarum and
res gestae, we had the impression of a sort of closed circuit without the possibility
of exit. Bizarrely, all the openings that Foucault proposed, and that I briefly tried
to recall above, were blocked.
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And yet, it is where this blockage appeared at its strongest, in the analyses of
Discipline and Punish, that everything ended up being reopened. The terms used
by Foucault to name this new economy of power were about to divide into “bio-
politics” and “biopower.” Before this distinction was introduced, we had charac-
terized this economy precisely as a “Panopticon,” which was mixed together with
the exploitation of life and the employment of the physical force of individuals,
with the management of their bodies and with the control of their needs; in sum,
with the normalization of what human beings are and do. As a result of this divi-
sion of terms, our reading of Foucault was completely modified and revitalized.
We had to think both biopower and biopolitics. And, instead of thinking of the
two notions as equivalent and indistinct, we had to consider them as different. It
was by insisting on the distinction between biopower and biopolitics that I was
able to incorporate Foucault’s work into the heart of my own investigations.

The problem was the following: So long as we ignored the distinction between
biopower and biopolitics, resistance to the harnessing and management of life
seemed impossible. Exteriority was no longer guaranteed and a counter-power
could amount to nothing more than the symmetrical and inverse reproduction of
that from which it sought to free itself. For this reason, the “liberal” interpreters of
Foucault felt authorized. Starting from Foucault’s analysis of the normative man-
agement of a living being organized into populations, they developed a political
conception of the actuarial management of life, a classification of individuals into
desubjectifying [désubjectivant] and homogeneous macro-systems.

But one could also dissociate biopower and biopolitics, and make of the lacter
the affirmation of a potency [puissance] of life against the power [pouwoir] over life.
One could locate in life itself — in the production of affects and languages, in social
cooperation, in bodies and desires, in the invention of new modes of life — the space
of a creation of a new subjectivity that immediately amounted to an instance of
desubjection [désassujertissement]. This is what we did.

Some will say that the opposition between potency [puissance] and power
[pouvoir] owes more to Spinoza than to Foucault. Regarding my own work, this
is certainly evident. At that time, I had begun to work on the philosopher of
Amsterdam and I was going to publish 7he Savage Anomaly some years later."”
But I remain convinced that this distinction between power and potency is also
very well-suited to Foucault. When Foucault wrote, at the end of Disciple and
Punish: “In this central and centralized humanity, the effect and instrument of
complex power relations, bodies and forces subjected [assujertis] by multiple
apparatuses [dispositifs] of ‘incarceration,” objects for discourses that are them-
selves elements of this strategy, we must hear the rumbling of battle,”** we had
to hear the sound of what was already at work, the sound of what could not be
reduced to the solitary noise of the Panopticon. That is, we had to avoid reduc-
ing potency to power.
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This brings us to an interview with Foucault, published in the journal Aut Aut
in 1978: “Regarding the simplistic reduction of my analyses to the mere metaphor
of the Panopticon, I believe that we can respond at two levels. We can say: let us
compare what they attribute to me to what I have said. Here it is easy to show
that my analyses of power are by no means reducible to this figure, not even in
the book where they went looking for it, that is, Discipline and Punish. In fact, if
I showed that the Panopticon has been a utopia, a type of pure form elaborated at
the end of the eighteenth century in order to provide the most convenient formula
for a constant, immediate and total exercise of power, and if I therefore revealed the
birth, the formulation of this utopia, its raison détre, it is also true that I immedi-
ately showed that it was precisely a utopia that had never functioned such as it was
described, and that the whole history of the prison — its reality — consists precisely
in always falling short of this model.”"” For us, Foucault’s clairvoyance became evi-
dent with the publication of Discipline and Punish. Of course, we were way down
in the “little province” of Italy, but we were conscious of it nonetheless. And, in my
own article from 1977, I cited this other passage from Foucault: “Now, the study
of this microphysics presupposes that the power exercised [on the body] cannot be
conceived as a property, but as a strategy . . . . Moreover, this power is not applied
purely and simply, as an obligation or interdiction, to those who ‘do not have it;’
it invests them, it is transmitted by them and through them. . .. This means that
these relations descend into the depths of society, that they are not localized in the
relations of the State to its citizens or on the border between classes, and that they
do not settle for reproducing — at the level of individuals, bodies, gestures, and
comportments — the form of the law or government. This means that even if there is
continuity (these relations are, in fact, articulated on this form according to a whole
series of complex components), there is neither analogy nor homology, but a speci-
ficity of mechanism and modality. Finally, they are not unequivocal. They define
innumerable points of confrontation, centers of instability, each of which contains
its risks of conflict, of struggles, and of an at least temporary inversion of force
relations. The reversal of these ‘micropowers’ does not therefore obey the law of all
or nothing; it is not acquired once and for all by a new control of the apparatuses
[appareils] nor by a new functioning or a destruction of institutions. Nonetheless,
none of its localized episodes can be inscribed in history except by the effects that it
induces on the whole network in which it is caught.””

It was at this moment that, from within the very difficult struggles that were
taking place in Italy and in response to Foucaults investigations, I wrote a small book,
Dominio et sabotaggio,”" in which I insisted emphatically on the antagonistic and
“agonistic” conception of power. It was especially in this period that the antagonism of
class struggle could begin to be understood, on the basis of the “micro-conflictuality”
henceforth involved in socialization (both of capital and the workforce). And that’s

»22

how the concept of the “social worker™ emerged in my work.
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We must, then, go beyond the promises of the dialectic and consider power
not as a property but as a strategy. In my 1977 article, I therefore made a lengthy
digression on what seemed to me to be the state of the critique of political econ-
omy in its most dynamic moments, that is, on all the Ricardian movements that
were surpassing Keynesianism. And I lingered at length on Piero Sraffa.”” In his
Production of Commodities by Means of Commodities,”* he showed how poten-
cies [puissances| determined new value and produced innovation from within the
circulation of commodities, thus updating Marx’s account of this theme and the
theme of transformation. I highlighted the theoretical importance of the develop-
ments Sraffa made regarding Ricardian circulation. I also recalled the anecdote
of the encounter, or confrontation, between Sraffa and Wittgenstein, after which
the lacter turned away from the thought of the Tractatus. Piero Sraffa had in fact
remarked to his Cambridge colleague that the problem that he himself had, con-
cerning the critique of political economy, was of the same nature as Wittgenstein’s,
concerning logic. It was necessary to try to identify a point of transformation
(that is, of innovative production) within the circulation of commodities (for
the economist) or within linguistic circulation (for the philosopher). At the
moment when, for Wittgenstein, “every possibility of transformation was in cri-
sis, and the solutions that he foresaw did not satisfy him — because an enormous
amount of suffering and experience put these solutions in question, Sraffa made a
Neapolitan gesture, a sign of contempt with his hands,” and asked ironically,
‘what is the symbolic translation of this?” They say that this anecdote lies behind
the discovery of a new field of inquiry on the production of signs by means of
other signs, beyond the sphere of their pure circulation and the static universe of
their movements. It hardly matters whether or not the episode is true, as long as
the anecdote works. Production of signs by means of other signs, production of
commodities by means of other commodities: isn’t this the victory of a new polit-
ical economy, which understands production from within circulation? Doesn't
Sraffa’s apparently irrational proposition prevail?”** And doesn’t the anecdote cor-
respond to what Foucault already proposed to do when he spoke of “putting in
question our will to truth; restoring to discourse its character as an event; finally
removing the sovereignty of the signifier”?”

Is all of this sufficient? Can one speak of truth without also speaking imme-
diately of praxis, of resistance? In 1977, my response was the following: “. . . this
is not sufficient. Nor is it sufficient for Foucault, it seems. In his “Preface” to
Bruce Jackson’s book,*® he proposes an interpretation of the world as a space in
which command, exclusion, and violence circulate, and proposes a very critical
image of capital similar to the prison. At the same time, he is struck, surprised,
and excited by the formidable reality of revolt, by the independence, communi-
cation, and auto-valorization that are born from within the prisons themselves.
The idea and the reality of power, of law, of order, which traverse the prisons and
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bind together the most terrifying experiences in the prisoners’ stories, begin here
to waver. Events, in their serial and regular character, open onto new conditions
of possibility. There is nothing dialectical about this. The dialectic, with its false
rigor, imprisons the imagination of possibility. There is no static reversal but rather
the opening of a horizon. The analytic logic of separation, precisely because it is
drawn to a close, opens up a strategy of separation. Separation and reversal only
become real in strategy. The world of self-valorization is henceforth opposed to
the world of the valorization of capital. Possibility is transformed into potency.
Am I forcing this Spinozist idea of possibility understood as potency on Foucault’s
thought? Perhaps. . . . Everything happens as if the Foucauldian analyses were not
only “searching,” so to speak, for critical outcomes but also for a sort of stability in
the effective character of the obtained results. Yet, this methodological “mobility,”
which seduces us so much, which is adapted so well to the quality of intellectual
work that is required by capital today, and which is intrinsic to current revolu-
tionary modalities and ends, poses a problem: can it stand on its own, or must it
necessarily be incarnated in the concrete determination of the historical process, of
potency [puissance] against power [pouwvoir], of the proletariat against capital? This
introduces a problematic framework, to which only the real movement of things is
likely to give a response. Whatever the response, we must be thankful to Foucault
for having formulated this set of questions.””

At the end of 1983, I arrived in France after a long period of incarceration in
Italy. Around the time of Foucault’s death I resumed contact with Gilles Deleuze,
with whom I discussed Foucault at great length. I had to get past the reservations that
some of Deleuze’s friends and collaborators had about Foucault. I immersed myself,
then, in the genius and inspiration® that presided over the writing of his Foucault'
(of course, I am not using these terms in the sense that they are used in the history
of philosophy; nothing could be farther from the work of Deleuze and Foucault
than that). It seems to me that this book definitively overcame the impasse between
“subjectivity without object” and “structure without subject,” whose topography
I tried rapidly to describe (and which should doubtlessly be understood as a “loss
of identity” for the French philosophy of the 1950s).” This overcoming was not an
Aufhebung; it contained nothing dialectical (As Foucault said, “The theme of uni-
versal mediation is, I believe, only a way of eliding the reality of discourse.”)*® This
book definitively surpassed the tradition of French spiritualism that had restricted
truth to the figure of the individual-subject, that had reduced action to love and
annulled the positivity of existence through psychology. Actually, well before
recounting the history of the encounter between the “episteme” and the innova-
tion that it entails, Deleuze offered the “apparatus” [dispositif] of this overcoming
to Foucault. It is for this reason that he was able to speak of it from then on with so
much pertinence. As for us, who looked to grasp the bigger picture of this extraordi-
nary overcoming of the French philosophical tradition (which occurred within this
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tradition’s own borders) and who attempted to realize the hegemonic “confirmation”
of this overcoming (which Foucault and Deleuze authorized throughout the field
of philosophy, including outside of Europe), we were going to have to wait for the
publication, some years later, of Foucault’s courses at the College de France. None-
theless, we had already understood that if the twentieth century became Deleuzian,
the twenty-first would doubtlessly be Foucauldian.

Some have made great efforts, however, to try to block the way to the conversion
of the Foucauldian project — beyond biopower, through biopolitics — to the produc-
tion of subjectivity. At the very beginning of the 1990s, I taught a seminar at the
College International de Philosophie, and I recall an intense confrontation between
Francois Ewald and Pierre Macherey. The polemic concerned individualism, different
determinations of freedom, and the meaning of ethics in Foucault’s work. Neither
saw that it is actually the singularity that Foucault opposed to individualism, that one
had to look for a freedom in ethics that was not only spiritual but also bodily, and
that his ontology was productive. Consequently, they did not really understand that
the sovereignty from within which biopower takes root (be it liberal or socialist) is not
the only basis upon which ontology can be constructed and measured. For Foucaul,
in contrast, sovereignty was subsumed — that is, analyzed and deconstructed — under
biopolitics, based on the relation between different productions of subjectivity.

This is what Foucault wrote: “When one defines the exercise of power as a mode
of action upon the action of others, when one characterizes it by the ‘government’
of men by other men — in the most extensive sense of the word — one includes an
important element: freedom. Power is exercised only on ‘free subjects,” insofar as
they are ‘fre¢’ (understanding by this term individual or collective subjects who
have before them a field of possibility in which several behaviors, several reactions,
and diverse modes of comportment can take place). Where the determinations are
saturated, there is no relation of power. Slavery is not a power relation when man
is in chains (in this case, it is a matter of a physical relationship of constraint), but
only when he can move around and, if worst comes to worst, escape. There is not,
then, a mutually exclusive confrontation of power and freedom . . . The relation of
power and freedom’s disobedience therefore cannot be separated. The central prob-
lem of power is not that of ‘voluntary servitude” (how can we desire to be slaves?).
At the heart of the power relation, ceaselessly provoking it, there is the recalcitrance
of the will and the intransigence of freedom.”** This text is from 1980. From this
moment, everything that Foucault would develop would be situated from within
this perspective. In fact, it is a matter, I believe, of incessantly deepening the mate-
rialist character of the analysis of historical determinations, and of deepening the
content of the episteme in the passage from “archaeology” to “genealogy.” It is
also a matter of looking deeper into this idea of the potency of the “production
of subjectivity,” which can happen within resistances and rebellions, or within the
expression and critique of political democracy.
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I would like to cite for the final time a brief passage from my 1977 article,
published one year later in Aut Aut: “When Marx reaches the definition of the
capitalist society (that is, the intuition that the development of capital, in the name
of an inherent necessity, overtakes every limit of historical prediction and thereby
imposes the modification of its own categories of operation), he requires, at that
time, the implementation of a new representation (Neue Darstellung), a new and
better-adapted exposition. In the Marxian thematic, the Neue Darstellung is of
course not only a new exposition of contents, it must also be a new identification
of subjects, and consequently a new methodological foundation. Today, we are in
the middle — or perhaps beyond — this preliminary phase that Marx had foreseen,
and that his critical path required. We are witnessing, then, an original and fertile
disruption of the scientific horizon of the revolutionaries — and for that we must also be
thankful to Foucault. This categorical disruption, this resolute innovation of method
issues in certain fundamental tasks — tasks that it is a matter of taking up directly,
by insisting on the structural complexity of capitalist civilization, on the radicalism
of the destructive project, on the sectarian partiality of the scientific strategy that we
implement, and on the offensive character of the tactical consequences that result
from this. What is certain is that we are already far advanced in this development.
The intensity of the approach and the fecundity of the Foucauldian method belong to
things already done and to tasks to be accomplished.

“However, like always, the reasons for a choice or task, the foundations of a
method, are not based only on the identification of a historical transition. Ontology
is denser than History.”> As we have seen, the method is renewed by the specificity
of the exposition of the contents. Bug, in this contemporary phase, we must say even
more: the method (as apparatus [dispositif], as production of subjectivity, as praxis)
determines the specificity of the contents. The method needs to be rooted in the
ontology of a grasp of a historical existence that belongs to the radicalism that the
world shows us. Try, then, to read with the simplicity of the dialectical method or of
its paradoxical alternatives some of the great problems of (the critique of) political
economy and of politics. At best, you will only come away empty-handed! Today,
in contrast, truth shows its complexity through the thousands of developments
that introduce revolution to the critical process. To follow these developments —
to articulate, against power, the infinitely complex interconnection of autonomies
and independences, of autonomy and autonomies, of possibilities and potency;
to explicate this process as the source, and simultaneously as the catastrophe, of
adverse power, we need the method, and its ontological plenitude, that will permit
this work. Today, the method of the critique of political economy and of politics
attempts to approximate this method, both in its multiple and diversified activity
and in the complexity of the semantic function that this method determines. For
this, we should be thankful to Foucault.”*

Indeed, thanks to Foucault.
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10.

NOTES

. This article was originally translated from Italian into French by Judith Revel for the

volume Michel Foucault (Paris: LHerne, 2011), 199-206. The original Italian appears
in Negri’s 1 comune in rivolta: Sul potere costituente delle lotre (Verona: Ombre Corte,
2012), 67-77. 1 have worked primarily from Revels translation, but have consulted the
Italian throughout (translator’s note).

Aut Aut, one of the most important and prestigious journals in Italy for philosophy,
the human and social sciences, psychoanalysis, and aesthetic criticism, was founded in
1954 by Enzo Paci, who was its director until his death in 1976. From 1968, Pier Aldo
Rovatti and Salvatore Veca served as editors of the journal. Rovatti, a student of Paci, is
also one of the principal translators and scholars of Foucault’s work. For a brief period
(1974-6), Rovatti and Paci served as co-directors, after which Rovatti became the sole
director of the journal (Revel’s note).

Antonio Negri, “Sul metodo della critica della politica,” Aur Aut 1678 (September—
December 1978), 197-212. Reprinted in Negri, Macchina Tempo (Milan: Feltrinelli,
1982), 70-84.

See Antonio Negri, Marx oltre Marx. Quadern di lavoro sui Grundrisse (Milan: Feltrinelli,
1979), translated into French as Marx au-deli de Marx. Cahiers de travail sur les Grundyisse
(Paris: Bourgois, 1979), and into English as Marx Beyond Marx: Lessons on the Grundrisse,
trans. Harry Cleaver, Michael Ryan and Maurizio Viano (New York: Autonomedia, 1992).
Negri uses both potere and potenza throughout this article, which are equivalent to the
French pouvoirand puissance, respectively. Both are often rendered in English as “power,”
but in order to mark the distinction between them I translate the former as “power” and
the latter as “potency.” Negri elaborates on the distinction below (translator’s note).
Michel Foucault, Histoire de la folie & l'age classique (Paris: Gallimard, 1972), 548-9,
translated into English as History of Madness, trans. Jonathan Murphy and Jean Khalfa
(New York: Routledge, 2006), 529. Translation slightly modified.

Michel Foucault, “Introduction,” in L. Binswanger, La Réve et l'existence (Bruges:
Desclée de Brouwer, 1954); “Introduction  I'’Anthropologie,” in E. Kant, Anthropologie
du point de vue pragmatique (Paris, Vrin, 2008). (Foucault’s translation of Kant’s text
was published in 1964 by Vrin, but without Foucault’s introduction. The introduction,
which was in fact Foucault’s secondary thesis, remained at the library of the Sorbonne
and was only added to the work three years ago) (Revel’s note). Translated into English
in Foucault, Introduction to Kants Anthropology, trans. Roberto Nigro and Kate Briggs
(Los Angeles: Semiotext(e), 2008).

On this point, see P Vilar, “Histoire marxiste, histoire en construction. Essai de
dialogue avec Althusser,” Annales. ESC 28:1 (1973), 165-98, translated into English
as “Marxist History, a History in the Making: Towards a Dialogue with Althusser,”
New Left Review 1:80 (July—August 1973).

Negri, Macchina Tempo, 74. We translate from the original Italian edition, unpublished
in France (Revel’s note).

Negri plays here on the distinction between the terms déterminatezza and determinazione,
which are rendered in French as contingence (literally, the determined character of a thing)
and détermination. (Revel’s note).
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Negri, Macchina Tempo, 74.

In other words, “the history of what happened” and “what actually happened (transla-

tor's note).”

Play on the Hegelian formula that Negri inverts here as “The Whole is not true”

(Revel’s note).

Antonio Negri, Saggi sullo storicismo Tedesco. Dilthey e Meinecke (Milan: Feltrinelli, 1959).

Michel Foucault, Les Mots et les choses (Paris: Gallimard, 1966). I read the book in
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Presses universitaires de Caen, 2009).

Michel Foucault, Surveiller et punir. Naissance de la prison (Paris: Gallimard, 1975). (The

Italian translation by Alcesti Tarchetti also came out quickly: M. Foucault, Sorvegliare ¢
punier. Nascita della prigione (Turin: Einaudi, 1976).

Antonio Negri, Lanomalia selvaggia. Potere e Potenza in Baruch Spinoza (Milan: Feltrinelli,

1981), translated into French as LAnomalie sauvage. Pussiance and pouvoir chez Baruch
Spinoza (Paris: PUF, 1982), and into English as The Savage Anomaly: The Power of
Spinozas Metaphysics and Politics, trans. Michael Hardt (Minneapolis: University of
Minnesota Press, 1981).

Foucault, Surveiller et punir, 315. Slightly modified version of Discipline and Punish:
The Birth of the Prison, trans. Alan Sheridan (New York: Vintage, 1995), 308.

Michel Foucault, “Precisazioni sul potere. Riposta ad alcuni critici” (conversation with

P. Pasquino, Feb. 1978), Aut Aut 167-8 (September—December 1978), 3-11, trans-

lated in French as “Précisions sur le pouvoir. Réponses a certains critiques” in Foucault,

Dits et Ecrits 111:238 (Paris: Gallimard, 1976-9), 628. Slightly modified version of
“Clarifications on the Question of Power,” in Foucault Live (New York: Semiotext(e),

1996), 257.

Foucault, Surveiller et punir, 315. Slightly modified version of Discipline and Punish, 26-7.

Antonio Negri, 1/ Dominio e il sabotaggio: sul metodo marxista della trasformazione sociale
(Milan: Feltrinelli, 1978).

For Negri, the passage from the figure of the mass worker to the social worker is, at the

end of the 1970s, the attempt to describe the substitution of the classical figure of the
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CHAPTER 5

Critical Problematization in Foucault
and Deleuze: The Force of Critique
without Judgment

CoLIN KoormaN

“One thing haunts Foucault — thought . . . To think means to experiment and

to problematize.”
(Gilles Deleuze on Michel Foucault in 1986, 116)

“The freeing of difference requires thought without contradiction, without
dialectics, without negation . . . We must think problematically rather than ques-
tion and answer dialectically.”

(Michel Foucault on Gilles Deleuze in 1970, 359)

THE ForcE OF CRITIQUE

In a 1972 conversation concerning the role of philosophy in the work of social
critique, Michel Foucault and Gilles Deleuze put forward a conception of critical
theory that resonates widely throughout the varied terrains of their work. At the
heart of the conception they constructed together in “Intellectuals and Power” is
a radical revisioning of the work that philosophy should expect of itself insofar as
philosophy can legitimately expect itself to engage present social, cultural, ethical
and political problems. Foucault and Deleuze clearly expected such engagements
of themselves. Much of their work is located, in different ways of course, at the
interface of the sciences of the human and the politics of ourselves. How we take
ourselves to be known, as subjects of, say, psychiatric normalization or biological
specification or economic calculation, raises questions for how we take ourselves to
be related to one another, for example as shared agents and subjects of governance.
In engaging such problems, Foucault and Deleuze recognized, or at least affirmed,
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the need for a new conception of philosophical practice. Foucault concisely cap-
tured the specific difference in the 1972 discussion when he said that, “theory does
not express, translate, or serve to apply practice: it is practice . .. it is an activ-
ity conducted alongside those who struggle for power, and not their illumination
from a safe distance.” To this Deleuze replied with his now-famous statement that,
“A theory is exactly like a box of tools.”” But what does it mean to construe the
work of theory, or what I would just prefer to call the work of philosophy, as a
box of tools, as a practical instrumentality whose primary purpose is that of func-
tional engagement in a local struggle? What conception of philosophy is at work
here? And how can those who find this conception attractive develop philosophical
practices with the aim of fashioning philosophical tools, rather than conceiving of
philosophy in some grander, possibly even hyperbolic, style?

Consider a prefatory image to these questions insofar as they could be taken
as questions about philosophical engagement. There is a famous photograph of
Foucault and Deleuze portraying Deleuze on the left beside a young official, who
appears to be a policeman, placing a gloved hand on his back, and Foucault on the
right making a very emphatic face to someone else who is just out of frame, but
possibly also a cop as indicated by another gloved hand reaching from out of the
frame right into the heart of the picture in order to lay itself on the chest of the bald
philosopher. The image itself is a tumult. One need not know anything about its
context to be able to see it as exemplifying philosophy as a work of critical engage-
ment. Here is philosophy becoming an explosive box of tools. Interestingly, in the
background of the photograph, standing a few feet behind Foucault and Deleuze,
and squarely between the two of them within the composition of the image, stands
Jean-Paul Sartre. In one sense Sartre was the paradigm of the engaged philosopher
for Foucault’s and Deleuze’s generation. Among the most important engaged intel-
lectuals in the decades in which they were young upstart philosophers, Sartre must
have given Foucault and Deleuze a great deal of confidence in their many attempts
to bring their philosophy to bear on the demands of their day. But in another sense
Sartre is most certainly not the model of that which relayed between Foucault and
Deleuze in their practice of philosophy. For on one reading Sartrean philosophy was
all about bringing the lessons of existentialist phenomenology to bear on the reali-
ties of social practice. Sartre, as it were, applied the insights of philosophical theory
to the realities of political and social practice. Sartre was, on any accounting, an
engaged philosopher. This no doubt thrilled younger philosophers of Foucault’s and
Deleuze’s generation. But, they must have been asking themselves all the while, must
we model our engagement after Sartre, or should we search out some other way of
putting philosophy into contact with politics? They sought different ways of mak-
ing a difference. In Foucault and Deleuze, and between them, philosophical critique
became a practical enactment of philosophy within social contexts. The possible
difference from Sartre, and it is crucial for understanding not only Foucault and
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Deleuze but also for how we might activate them midst the perils of our own pres-
ent, is between applying philosophical insight in contexts of practical engagement
and constructing philosophical insight through and also for the work of practical
engagement. The latter, I shall argue, is the model offered us by Foucaultand Deleuze
(leaving Sartre now to the side though he will make an oblique return below in my
discussion of French Hegelianism). This difference, I shall argue, has everything to
do with a metatheoretical watershed for which Deleuze and Foucault are paradig-
matic figures.

In the vicinity of that range of philosophic thought that is somewhere between
Foucault and Deleuze we find a crucial philosophical watershed for the twentieth
century. This is the divide between a negative dialectics that would ceaselessly pur-
sue the work of contradiction and an experimental methodology that would engage
its reality by way of a work of problematization. The separation between a dialectical
and an experimental methodology represents a decisive divide in our philosophical
present. For this divide has everything to do with the possibilities open to philo-
sophical engagement in the present. If our work of critique is to engage the realities
in which we find ourselves, then much hangs out how we vision and implement
the work of critique. Critical engagement, according to Foucault and Deleuze, has
everything to do with a new role for “the intellectuals” vis-a-vis “the powers” in
which we so often find ourselves implicated. The classical role of the intellectual was
to speak the truth to power by telling power how it ought to be organized — laying
down a law of justice or a rule of morality, for instance. For Foucault and Deleuze,
something else was always at stake — Deleuze captured this in “The Intellectuals and
Power” dialogue when he said to Foucault that, “you were the first to teach us a fun-
damental lesson, both in your books and in the practical domain: the indignity of
speaking for others.” A philosophical labor that would be critical without speaking
for others, telling them what they ought to do, has everything to do with a mode of
philosophy that would be critical without being judgmental. This, for Foucault and
Deleuze, points directly to the basic divide between a negative dialectics of contra-
diction and the productive work of experimentation.

CRITICAL, IMMANENT, EXPERIMENTAL,
PROBLEMATIZING

One way in which Foucault and Deleuze have been important for the philosophical
transformations of the past half century, and thus why they remain important for us
today, concerns their practice of philosophy as a mode of experimental immanent
critical problematization. There are four terms in my attribution. Each of them is
crucial for understanding both Foucault and Deleuze.

First, Foucault and Deleuze are Kantians in that for them philosophy is critical
philosophy. Second, there are different ways of taking up the project of a critical
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inquiry into conditions of possibility, and Foucault and Deleuze remained rigor-
ously immanent in their pursuit of critique. Third, while others have pursued the
work of immanent critique through the facilities of a negative dialectics of contra-
diction, Foucault and Deleuze by contrast rigorously avoided the negative work
of contradiction in favor of pursuits facilitated by an experimental methodeutic.
Fourth, within the space of experimentation one might experiment with an eye
toward the stabilizations gained by answering a question, or one might with Fou-
cault and Deleuze experiment with the different aim of destabilization as facilitated
by posing a problem, or problematizing. 1 shall detail each of these four cuts in turn
in order to situate the stakes for us today of learning through Foucault and Deleuze’s
philosophical mode of experimental immanent critical problematization.

Critique as a mode of philosophy

With respect to the first decisive cut, Foucault and Deleuze here follow the familiar
contours of the Kantian critical project. Their shared debt to a certain aspect of
Kantian philosophy has not been recognized often enough. Foucault and Deleuze
inherited from Kant the work of critique. Critique was Kant’s philosophical alterna-
tive to the unending philosophical vacillations that were the promises of early mod-
ern philosophy, perhaps paradigmatically the back and forth between metaphysics
and skepticism. Critique for Kant meant an interrogation of limits or bounds,
which Kant most often figured as conditions of possibility. A critical philosophy is
a philosophy that asks of its objects of inquiry, “What makes this possible?” This
question is radically different in form from the classical philosophical interroga-
tion of definitions most famously taking the form of, “What is this?” Whereas the
metaphysicians are brazen in their answer to the classical question of definition, the
skeptics are skittish.

One of Kants key insights was that any response to the definitional ques-
tion leaves philosophy painfully out of touch with what is actually going on with
respect to its objects of inquiry, a pain that can only be removed by pressing
philosophy into different modalities. Definition has its place, to be sure, but the
delusion of metaphysics and skepticism is the delusion that definition is everything.
What Kant taught us was that only someone under the sway of that particular illu-
sion would muster the bravado to think themselves capable of knowing what really
is, and for the same reason that only someone under the sway of that illusion would
feel disappointment in not being able to know what really is. Kant’s project was
thus an attempt to get philosophy out from under the sway of that picture, so that
it could see itself instead as inquiry into the conditions of possibility of whatever
objects of inquiry present themselves to us. The philosophical promise of the criti-
cal philosophy was that of a critique of judgment, which can only be understand
as an inquiry into the conditions of possibility of judgment such that the work of
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a critique of judgment must itself rigorously refrain from judging. The promise of
critique, then, is the promise of a philosophical labor that is preparatory for judg-
ment without itself being judgmental.

Immanence as a mode of critique

This brings us to the second decisive cut. The force of the Kantian project persists
for us today only insofar as that project has been subjected to severe revision in
the wake of Kant. Critique in Kant’s own hands, though full of the promise of the
evasion of metaphysics, finds itself falling again and again back into a philosophical
mode that is hardly distinguishable from metaphysics. This is because Kant could
not help but forward his project of critique as one of specifically transcendental
critique, that is critique that concerns itself with objects which can be thought,
or cognized, a priori.” One familiar way of glossing the work of transcendental
critique concerns the scope and modality of a priori thought, such that the work
of critique would concern that which is universal in scope and necessary in modal-
ity. In Kant’s unmodest hands, then, the project of critique comes to be identi-
fied with transcendental critique, and thereby cannot avoid slipping back into the
metaphysics which it wanted to show us the way out of. To put this in other terms,
Kant had wanted to perform a critique of judgment without himself undertaking
to judge but could not but help himself to the vast range of judgments enacted by
his own transcendental perspective.

It is important to recognize the lengths to which Kant went in order to avoid
lapsing back into a dogmatic metaphysics. Kant wanted to be rigorous about avoid-
ing the transcendence of metaphysics, and so he invented the idea of transcenden-
tal critique by explicitly distinguishing the transcendent and the transcendental.®
For Kant, a transcendent principle contrasts to an immanent one in that it passes
beyond the limits of possible experience, while the transcendental use of a principle
contrasts to an empirical use in employing a principle to extend beyond the limits
of experience. Kant tells us that a principle that commands the transgression or dis-
ruption of limits of the empirical is transcendent, but that a transcendental use of
a principle that takes us beyond these limits without commanding their removal is
not itself transcendent. The distinction is quite fine. But it fails to hold up in Kant’s
own critical philosophy, for instance where he transcendentally invokes the immor-
tality of the soul from the perspective of moral reason but insists that this is not the
assertion of a transcendent principle concerning immortality from the perspective
of speculative reason.”

The sway of metaphysics, the stretch of its shadow, proves just enormous. Meta-
physics is like a shark — you cannot play games with it. You need to either keep away
or accept that you could get bit. Kant thought he could dip into the seas and stay
safe simply because he was not calling into question the limit between the uncertain
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ocean and the safety of land. But as soon you use reason transcendentally to wade
out into the waters beyond, you cannot cry foul when metaphysics sees you as actu-
ally trying to transcend. From the perspective of the shark there is no difference
between the shy swimmer who only wants to test the waters for a second and the
fish who lives there all the time. That is why metaphysics swallowed Kant. Some
contemporary philosophers take the voraciousness of metaphysics as a sign that it is
unavoidable, using this view to argue against the basic promise of the Kantian criti-
cal project — but these metaphysical revivalisms, no matter how rigorously argued
and exquisitely developed, are throwbacks that we should guard against.® That the
critical promise is difficult to deliver on does not mean we should just give up — my
view is that Foucault and Deleuze offer us a unique way of appreciating the continu-
ing force and viability of the Kantian project.

Deleuze and Foucault, on my reading, did manage to avoid the bite of meta-
physics. They are part of a long tradition of critical philosophy which would
severely reject the tendencies of transcendental critique in favor of the initial prom-
ise of a purely immanent critique. Foucault expressed this well in his “What Is
Enlightenment?” essay named after a famous essay by Kant of the same title: “The
point is to transform the critique conducted in the form of necessary limitation
into a practical critique that takes the form of a possible crossing. Criticism is no
longer going to be practiced in the search for formal structures with universal value
but, rather, as a historical investigation into the events that have led us to consti-
tute ourselves and to recognize ourselves as subjects of what we are doing, thinking,
saying. In that sense, this criticism is not transcendental, and its goal is not that
of making a metaphysics possible: it is genealogical in its design and archaeologi-
cal in its method.” Note the specific contrasts here: Foucault is cautious about
the quintessential Kantian ideas of necessary limitation, formal structure, univer-
sal value, transcendental critique, and metaphysics, contrasting these to his own
genealogical-archaeological mode of critique. For Foucault, then, critique would
be an inquiry into immanent conditions of possibility rather than a search for tran-
scendental conditions of possibility. For Foucault, the work of critique would, for
example, take the form of inquiries into how we have been made into the subjects
we are by processes that are immanent to and wholly within the history of our very
modes of subjectivation. Deleuze sought to transform the Kantian project from
within in quite similar terms, looking to rescue an immanent critique of judgment
from the judgmental tendencies of a critique turned transcendental: “Kant did
not invent a true critique of judgment; on the contrary, what the book of this title
established was a fantastic subjective tribunal.”"’

There are many ways, after Kant, of attempting to shift critique from the search
for transcendental conditions to the search for immanent conditions. This is,
perhaps most famously, a Hegelian project, for it is Hegel who described philosophy

as the work of “observ[ing] the subject matter’s own immanent development.”"!
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To be sure, there is much of Hegel behind Foucault and Deleuze. But Hegel is not
the only possible source for their turn to immanence. The idea of an immanent cri-
tique, which would ask the question of conditions of possibility from a perspective
wholly immanent to that which is conditioned, was perhaps Hume’s before it was
either Hegel’s or Kant’s. Kant’s pride of place in the history of modern philosophy
depends, of course, on Kants own reading of Hume as a skeptic who woke him
from the slumbers of dogmatism. But what if Hume was not a skeptic? What if
Hume was rather something like what we today would call a naturalist or even a
pragmatist? Hume’s famous claims to the effect that the conditions of knowledge
are located in habit and custom were, to be sure, skeptical with respect to the meta-
physicians, but they were also more positively a suggestion about how we might
take up immanent inquiries into the conditions of contemporary cultural forms.
Hume himself undertook such immanent inquiries, perhaps most provocatively in
his massive six-volume History of England, a book that few philosophers read today,
and which quite a few Hegelians even manage to forget as an alternative to geisesge-
schichte historiography in the grand style."

This is not the place to offer a counter-narrative of the history of modern
philosophy, though I will remark tangentially that it is quite plain that such a
counter-narrative is now badly in need of telling. The point of pointing out, how-
ever hesitatingly, Hume’s precedent for the project of immanent critique is to
motivate two related thoughts, both of which are crucial for understanding at least
part of what is at work in Foucault and Deleuze."” The first thought is that, though
Foucault and Deleuze took up critique in the manner of the project of immanent
critique and Hegel is our most famous exemplar of immanent critique, perhaps
nonetheless Hegel may not be the best guide to the work that immanent critique
does in Foucault and Deleuze. As I discuss below, their well-known departures
from Hegel are nothing less than startling, once one grasps their full force. These
departures may be part of a longer counter-tradition in philosophy that reaches
back behind Hegel, and even behind Kant himself. This brings me to the second
thought, which concerns that to which Foucault and Deleuze are reaching back. If
we needed to give more flesh to the idea of immanent critique, we might refer to it
under the headings of cultural critique, or even empirical critique. It is a practice
of critique that takes as its concern those ever-moving shapes of cultural norms
and forms in which we find ourselves enmeshed in ever-evolving ways. Cultural
critique is immanent critique because it is an inquiry into conditions of culture
from a point of view that is also located within the culture whose conditions are
being investigated. Thinking through Hume here helps us see how Foucault and
Deleuze are offering immanent cultural critique in a mode that is also empirical.
In invoking the empirical here my primary connotation is not that of empiricist
epistemology. Rather, the empiricism I invoke is the empiricism of inquiry and of
investigation. It is the empiricism of severe patience — the mode of the obsessive
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whose only obsession is that they need to see for themselves. It is no surprise that
empiricism and skepticism are often linked in the history of modern philosophy,
for the empiricist is just the philosopher who is obsessive about finding out and
thus skeptical of the brazen confidence of the rationalist who is content to go
on reasoning alone. Putting the point this way helps make plain how Deleuze
and Foucault were reacting against a Kantian inflation of reason not so much by
turning to a Hegelian absolute immanence as by returning to a Humean empiri-
cal immanence. What are the empirical conditions, scrutable for those who care
to look, of the evolving forms and norms of our cultural milieus? Answering this
question does not require assuming a philosophical point of view that is outside of,
or transcendental with respect to, that which we are asking after.

Experimentation as a mode of immanent critique

This brings me to the third cut, which I shall argue is the most decisive moment in
the metaphilosophical shift enacted by, and between, Foucault and Deleuze. On
my reading, Foucault and Deleuze are for us today crucial figures in a tidal shift in
twentieth-century philosophy found across a diversity of traditions. This is a shift
in the basic categories of thought with which philosophy does its work. Those who
forwarded it achieved a drastic departure from the philosophical inheritances that
have long dominated much of modern philosophy, including contemporary philos-
ophy from the early decades of the twentieth century in both Anglo-American and
Continental variants. I shall here reference that shift by way of a contrast situated
in what we might call the methodeutic (though perhaps logic is an equally fecund
term here) operative in the work of critique. On a standard account, the work of
critique proceeds by way of a dialectical methodeutic of contradiction. The sea-
change that was Deleuze and Foucault was at its most radical in its departure from
the dialectics of contradiction in its effort to attain what I will call a methodeutic
of experimentation.

Experimentation is my term, not Foucault’s or Deleuze’s, though it is in ample
usage throughout their works.'* One might think that a term more in keeping with
Deleuze’s vocabulary might be “difference” and a term closer to Foucault’s might be
“transgression.” And yet I find these terms misleading in some fundamental way,
at least without sufficient prefatory explanation. A better term, drawing on what
I regard as the central aspect of Foucault and Deleuze, would be a “problematiza-
tion.”"” But I refrain from that more precise term at this juncture because I regard
problematization as one possible aspect of what I am calling experimentation. One
can take up the project of critique through experimentation and work in a mode
that is not at its core problematizational. For instance, one might work not so much
to problematize as to reconstruct, in the sense of problem-solving. Both Foucault
and Deleuze took up an experimental approach to immanent critique primarily in
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a problematizational mode. Before explicating the term of problematization, how-
ever, it is crucial to understand the broader shift in methodeutic that is at play here,
because that broader shift helps us gain a grip on how experimentation represents
that sea-change of a departure from the inheritance, still with us today, of a dialec-
tics of contradiction.

It is here where Hegel, or to be perfectly precise, a certain reading of Hegel,
is perhaps most important for understanding Foucault and Deleuze. For the shift
toward experimentation is brought into clear relief against the background of
a Hegelian negative dialectics of contradiction. It is, however, important to be
explicit at the outset that my differentiation of Foucault’s and Deleuze’s innovation
is paired not so much with the work of Hegel himself as with the inheritances of
Hegelian philosophy against which Foucault and Deleuze (and others) were writ-
ing in their mid-century French context. My effort here is not so much to make
sense of Hegel himself as it is to make sense of what Foucault and Deleuze (but
especially Deleuze given how little Foucault wrote directly about Hegel himself)
must have thought about Hegel such that they would mount the challenges they
offered to a certain Hegelianism. 1 take it that much recent revisionist work in
Hegel scholarship has done a good deal to revise the received interpretations of
Hegelian philosophy against which Foucault was working.'® That noted, this revi-
sionist scholarship does nothing to impinge the importance of the Deleuzian and
Foucaultian departure from prominent brands of Hegelian philosophy, nor do
Deleuze’s and Foucault’s philosophical revision do anything to impinge contem-
porary revisionist scholarship that stands in a good position to benefit from their
criticisms of certain metaphilosophical modalities.

Why, then, the importance of a certain Hegelianism? The philosophical con-
text in which Foucault and Deleuze were educated (mid-twentieth century French
philosophy) was one that was widely, if not almost everywhere, characterized by a
sturdy brand of Hegelian dialectics often passed down to us today in textbook glosses
about theses, antitheses and syntheses. This, at least, was what Foucault and Deleuze
themselves suggested, or rather how they experienced the conditions of their own
philosophical maturation.”” For both, the dominant French Hegelian system was
best exemplified in Jean Hyppolite’s and Alexander Kojeve’s widely-celebrated read-
ings of Hegel's Phenomenology of Spirit — and neither of these readings were terribly
far from the popular model of Sartrean philosophy, whose politics of engagement I
briefly noted at the outset.'® These and other readings made use above all of Hegel’s
negative dialectics to make sense of the meaning of the historical tragedies of the
early twentieth century, recouping them under the banner of a theory of dialectical
progress — these were the core themes that were taken up in influential ways by exis-
tentialist, Marxist and Freudian inflections of Hegelianism."

What all of this suggests is that Foucault and Deleuze were centrally concerned
to reject the dominant program(s) of negative dialectics characteristic of their
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philosophical milieu and that operated this rejection so by restructuring many
of the basic categories structuring philosophical thought itself. What Foucault
and Deleuze found most objectionable in French Hegelianism was its reliance on
Hegel’s image of thought cast in terms of the work of contradiction and its opera-
tionalization through determinate negation.” These ideas had offered the French
Hegelians a way of accounting for the meaningfulness of determinate historical
transformation. Such an account was very badly needed as the Second Great War
drew to a close and the French Hegelians saw the logic of contradiction as the most
promising strategy. But for Foucault and Deleuze such an approach needed to
answer the prior question of whether or not there are other routes to a critique of
our present than by way of contradiction and negativity. It would be their gain to
suggest that there are. What had been operative in French Hegelianism such that
contradiction appeared to be the only route to immanence?

An answer to this difficult question can be approached by a consideration of
Hegels lack of place for indeterminacy, or to state that differently, Hegel’s figuring
indeterminacy as itself a lack. In a crucial moment at the outset of The Philosophy of
Right, Hegel makes plain his refusal to think indeterminacy as a positive category.
Considering the possibility that the will might be through and through free, or
entirely undetermined, Hegel claims, all too effortlessly, that, “The essential insight
to be gained here is that this initial indeterminacy is itself a determinacy.”*' The
broader point here is that every indeterminacy is always already a kind of determi-
nation — the indeterminate just is that which is mken as indeterminate, which is to
say it is just that which is determined as indeterminate. For Hegel there is, as such,
no positivity role for indeterminacy to play in the motion of thought. Behind every
indeterminacy there is a determination, indeed a whole host of historical determi-
nations, lurking. To put this differently, for Hegel everything that is, is determinate.
It is in virtue of this that Hegel is reliant on the category of contradiction and the
operator of negation to put thought into motion. If everything that is already is
determinate, then the flow of determination can take place only by way of the
negation of contradictory determinations — philosophy always starts with what is
determinate and identical with itself, and from there derives difference by way of
the negativity of contradiction. The only place for movement in such a view is the
movement of negation because everything is determinate and so anything can be
overcome only by way of its negation — the pain or suffering of motion is always
the painfulness or sufferance of negativity. By contrast, if philosophy were to give a
positive status or role to the indeterminate as such in its operations, then it would
be possible for thought and reality to gain their motion by way of relations not all
reducible to the labor of the negative.

To the French Hegelian image of philosophy as dialectically pursuing the nega-
tive work of the mechanism of contradiction, Foucault and Deleuze replied with a
practice of philosophy as the pursuit of emerging cultural-empirical forms by way
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of experimentation, one aspect of which would involve the severe work of prob-
lematization. The methodeutic of experimentation does not negate the dialectics
of contradiction, but it differs from it. The point is of course not that there are no
contradictions, but only that the relation of contradiction cannot explain every-
thing when it comes to transformations of thought and practice. The grand bloated
assumption of Hegelian dialectics is simply that determinate conflicts are bound to
resolve themselves, that is, that they will eventually grow into contradictions and
as if by their own internal force lead to the work of determinate negation. Two dif-
ferences, companion to one another in the same sense that they are companion in
French Hegelianism, are crucial for Foucault and Deleuze: first, the introduction of
a positive idea of indeterminacy, and second, an expansion of the range of relations
whereby transformation takes place.

The first crucial difference is this: whereas contradiction works only with deter-
minacy, experimentation also works with a second level of indeterminacy. The
category of the indeterminate, which figures most prominently in Foucault and
Deleuze in their idea of problematizations, is outside of the sway of the operations
of determinacy. There are many ways of figuring the indeterminate. Psychologically,
we might think of it in terms of the state of doubt, which is neither belief that x nor
belief that 7ot x. Semantically, we might think of it in terms of vagueness, which
is neither the meaning of x nor the meaning of 7oz x. Politically, we might think
of it in terms of that which is fraught, which is a zone of neither justice nor injus-
tice. However we figure it, the first crucial difference, to repeat, is the status of the
indeterminate as a positive category in its own right. On the view I am attributing
to Foucault and Deleuze, the indeterminate serves as a background against which
determinations are made, or within which determinations are generated. It is this
background that gives relief and contour to foreground determinations.

To put the point in a somewhat different idiom for a moment, indeterminacy
refers to a general rulelessness out of which emerge determinate rules, such that these
determinate rules possess whatever specific ruleishness they have only against the
backdrop of the indeterminacy out of which they emerged. Without an indetermi-
nate backdrop against which rules gain the specific determinacy that they have, rules
cannot gain determinacy. The only other option would be to insist that rules have
their determinacy in themselves, such that they are self-sufficient — but this of course
requires the strong foundationalist claim that rules are sufficient for their own applica-
tion, which is to say that rules carry within themselves rules for their own application.
There is, of course, yet a third option, namely that rules have their determinacy purely
by way of their relation to other determinate rules such that a general economy of
rules is sufficient for ruleishness — but this strong coherentist claim, which seems to
be the upshot of Hegel’s own dialectics, must fail to confront the problem of ruleish-
ness as such and why we do not just as well regard purported determinations as the
scandalous pose of the absolutely indeterminate.”
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Experimentation thus adds a whole new level of analytics not possible within the
dialectics of contradiction. There is, as there always was, the level of determination
which is conceived as a kind of plane on which there are a variety of positions standing
in all kinds of differential relations to one another, including presumably relations of
opposition or contradiction, though there is no reason at all to privilege specifically
those relations as if they are the only ones that matter. Beneath this level of determina-
tions and their relations there is a whole other level of the indeterminate problemati-
zation that makes possible the elaboration of the plane on which these positions and
oppositions can stand in any sort of relation whatsoever.

This brings us to the second crucial difference. In experimentation there is an
idea of an indeterminate problematization which is itself a set of positive conditions
of possibility for the elaboration of differing determinations, such that within the
conditions of an indeterminate problematization we can specify a multiplicity of
relations between determinations, all of these relations and determinations assum-
ing their form against the broader backdrop of motivating indeterminacy that is
productive of them. So, whereas contradiction can only work by way of a logic of
deduction (which invokes necessity and is subtractive), experimentation introduces
a more primary logic of abduction (which invokes contingency and is tentatively
additive). In an experimental methodeutic, problems do not already contain within
them (as if deductively) the responses that would constitute a determination, but
rather these responses must be contingently elaborated (as if abductively) on the
basis of the problematic conditions. Experimentation thus does not contradict the
category of deductive contradiction within a plane of determination, but rather
works to obviate the rather simplistic idea that contradiction can account for, as if
with the deductive rigor of complete closure, all logical relations and all practical
transformations.

In other words, experimentation rather than contradiction is able to more
squarely confront the vicissitudes of practical transformation. That, of course,
would be the decisive gain here. This will come as no surprise for anyone who
accepts the truism that practices can perfectly well sustain conflicts that theory
deems to be contradictions. Within the space of a problematization a given deter-
mination may of course conflict with another determination, and yet these fric-
tions, and indeed the underlying problem itself, can thereby persist. All this seems
flatly impossible within a dialectics of contradiction, because a contradiction simply
must give rise to a determinate negation, and hence a reconfiguration of the practi-
cal situation. On the logic of experimentation, it is possible to affirm that there
are of course dramatic reconfigurations of practical reality, and yet at the same time
observe that there is just as well the dramatic and stubborn persistence of entrenched
patterns of practical friction. Experimentation help us understand why, for exam-
ple, there can be for we moderns no such thing as a solution or resolution to
such intractable problems as punishment, sexuality or madness. Is this observation
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premised on the pessimistic assumption that these are permanent problems of
humanity? Of course not. There will one day emerge other problematizations, just
as these problematizations emerged for us so that we now emerge within them. But
itis a pretense of the philosopher to think that we can predict these emergent prob-
lematizations as if they would be the deductive result of the determinate negation
of present contradictions. The emergence of a problematization, the coming into
being of a complex indeterminate assemblage, is an entirely contingent affair. We
can, after the fact, write the history of such an emergence, but it will not be a his-
tory that proceeds by way of determinate negation. It is not, for example, as if the
modern punitive regime of imprisonment is somehow a determinate negation of
the preceding regime of torture. The problematization, in each case, is quite differ-
ent. The work of imprisonment and torture is determined on the basis of entirely
different zones of indetermination. Imprisonment and torture are therefore not
opposed or contradictory regimes of punishment, but are rather regimes of punish-
ments who have their origins in quite different, perhaps even incommensurable,
underlying problematizations.

Problematization as a mode of experimental immanent critique

We can now finally turn to the last of the four cuts I am attributing to Foucault
and Deleuze, namely the cut within an experimental methodeutic between a mode
of problematization and a mode of construction. As I have been describing it, an
experimental philosophy operates with at least two terms: problems and responses,
or questions and answers, or doubts and beliefs, or (the terms I have been employ-
ing thus far) determinacy and indeterminacy, or (my preferred terms) inquisitive
problematizations and responsive reconstructions.”” Though experimentation has two
aspects, critical analysis for Foucault and Deleuze was in the main diagnostic and
problematizing rather than prognostic and responsive — or at least this is true of what
is best (in the sense of most fecund) in both Foucault and Deleuze.** Experimental
immanent critique in their work involves diagnosing the problems and pathologies,
the fractious frictions, and cracked conflicts of the present.

Problematization is at the center of the Foucaultian and Deleuzian alternative
to contradiction. Stating the point with more strength, I would assert that the
basic watershed between the negativity of contradiction and the problematicity
at the heart of experimentation is the precise location of the central philosophic
achievement of both Foucault and Deleuze. It will thus be worth our while to tarry
for awhile with these shared conceptions of problematization — I will then turn
in the final section to a brief consideration of the responsive aspects of Foucault’s
and Deleuze’s ethical-political works. But before turning to Foucault and Deleuze
themselves, it will be useful to briefly situate the crucial achievement I am ascrib-
ing to both.
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According to the standard narrative, the break from negative dialectics for which
Foucault and Deleuze are representative has everything to do with the importance
of Nietzsche over and against Hegel.”” I want to suggest, however, that the story
of a Nietzsche-versus-Hegel contest is perhaps overplayed, even if it is quite true.
Insofar as the proper Foucaultian and Deleuzian alternative to negative dialectics
is their shared emphasis on problematization, then it simply cannot be located

through Nietzsche alone.”®

Hegelian negativity is indeed opposed by Nietzschean
affirmativism — and yet Deleuze’s affirmativism was not really central for Foucault.
Hegelian historical totality is also opposed by Nietzschean particularism — however,
Foucault’s fine genealogies do not really appear in Deleuze. Now all that said, the
standard focus on Nietzsche is of course understandable insofar as Deleuze and
Foucault themselves were wont to emphasize the importance of Nietzsche for their
thinking. My claim is just that Nietzsche is overrated when positioned as the sole
influence on their shared philosophical gain, at least if we locate that gain in terms
of the substitution of productive problematization for negative contradiction. In
Deleuze’s case the more important influence for this idea is to be found in Bergson
(and in other unexpected figures including Leopold von Sacher-Masoch), while in
Foucaults case an influence can be sought in Canguilhem (and of course in Deleuze
himself).” Nietzsche is not as nothing for these ideas, but he may be much less than
the standard narratives have supposed.

PROBLEMATIZATION IN DELEUZE AND FoucauLT

I shall begin with Deleuze and from there move to Foucault by way of a famous
comment the latter offered about the specific importance of the work of the
former.”® Useful beginning points can be found in both philosophers by way of
overarching claims for the importance of problematization for the work of phi-
losophy itself. In Deleuze’s case, the overarching claim is offered in his co-authored
What Is Philosophy? where he and Guacttari famously identify philosophy with “the
discipline that involves creating concepts.”” Less famous, though no less important,
is their further claim that “All concepts are connected to problems without which
they would have no meaning.”” The obvious inference that we can draw is that
for Deleuze problematicity is a condition of the very work of philosophy itself.
This, to be sure, is a strong claim, and one that is surely underemphasized, even if
dutifully acknowledged often enough, in commentaries.” A thorough examination
of Deleuze’s own contributions to philosophy, however, will bear out this claim —
wherever Deleuze does philosophy, there is always a sense of the problematization
that is at work.

To explore the reach of problematization across Deleuze’s thought, we can begin
with the history of philosophy writings in the early 1960s as a prelude to their finer
crystallization in his master works from the final years of that decade. The most

100



CRITICAL PROBLEMATIZATION IN FOUCAULT AND DELEUZE

obvious starting point, at least according to the standard narrative, is Deleuze’s 1962
book on Nietzsche, Nietzsche and Philosophy. This is often taken to be a key source
in these matters as I have been discussing them insofar as Deleuze’s main target in
this book is without a doubt the Hegelian dialectics of contradiction. Deleuze is
decisive on this score in the book’s conclusion: “There is no possible compromise
between Hegel and Nietzsche . . . Three ideas define the dialectic: the idea of a
power of the negative as a theoretical principle manifested in opposition and con-
tradiction; the idea that suffering and sadness have value, the valorization of the ‘sad
passions’, as a practical principle manifested in splitting and tearing apart; the idea
of positivity as a theoretical and practical product of negation itself.”** Throughout
the book, Deleuze returns time and again to this theme of Nietzsche’s gains over
the dialectics of contradiction. And yet while Deleuze is clearly critical of Hegel,
it is not always as clear what form his own positive alternative, rooted in a reading
of Nietzsche, would take. The clearest suggestion that Deleuze offers suggests the
importance of a category of difference: “If the speculative element of the dialectic
is found in opposition and contradiction this is primarily because it reflects a false
image of difference . . . For the affirmation of difference as such it substitutes the
negation of that which differs.”” Deleuze’s affirmativism in his book on Nietzsche is
an impressive provocation. But in the final analysis it is not clear why an affirmation
of difference is advantaged over a dialectics of contradiction, nor is it clear how affir-
mation does not just in the end collapse back into negation insofar as affirmation
and negation are but two opposed modes of determination. What Deleuze lacks
in this book, perhaps because it was Nietzsche’s lack before him, was an account
of the problematic and the indeterminate as that which is generative of difference
such that we can recognize the dialectics of contradiction as genuinely reductive of
differences that matter.

It would not be until his book on Bergson in 1966 that Deleuze would develop
an account of problematic indeterminacy in sufficient detail and thereby defini-
tively institute his break from a certain Hegelianism. As a first piece of evidence
for my argument about Bergson’s importance concerning these matters consider a
pair of short precursor essays published by Deleuze as early as 1956. Bergson is the
topic, and the titular figure, of both. Through these essays we realize that Deleuze
had already stated the core themes for which his Nietzsche book would become
famous many years later: “Internal difference will have to distinguish itself from
contradiction, alterity, and negation. This is precisely where Bergson’s method and
theory of difference are opposed to the other theory, the other method of differ-
ence called dialectic.”®* As for what exactly is wrong with Hegel: “difference has
been replaced by the play of determination” such that for Hegel everything that is,
as we saw above, is determinate.”” And what exactly is productive with Bergson:
“Everything comes back to Bergson’s critique of the negative: his whole effort is
aimed at a conception of difference without negation.” Indeed Deleuze would
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here already locate in Bergson a key idea of indeterminacy: “Not only is vital dif-
ference not a determination, but it is very much the opposite: it is indetermina-
tion itself.”” The crucial theme of indeterminacy is even more prominent in the
second of these two essays, which is perhaps more properly described as more of
an encyclopedia entry on Bergson. Deleuze there writes, in the final paragraph,
that, “When Bergson . . . speaks to us of indeterminacy, he does not invite us to
abandon reason but to reconnect with the true reason of the thing in the process of
being made, the philosophical reason that is not determination but difference . . .
The method was profoundly new.”**

What in 1956 Deleuze figures in terms of indeterminacy, would assume more
specificity in his 1966 book on Bergson, where the idea of the problematic would
first come into the fore in his thought. It is clear in the final chapter of this book
that Deleuze is posing Bergsonian evolution as an alternative to Hegel escha-
tology.” Three ideas in Bergson’s account of development are key for Deleuze
in his counter to Hegel: problematicity, difference and temporality.” The first
and root of these ideas is that of the problem as a category with positive status,
the idea of problems as productive. The productiveness of problems, of course,
has everything to do with their indeterminacy, that is with their being problems
to which we do not yet have solutions, even if problems are the conditions of
possibility of determinate solutions. For Deleuze, the first and essential gain of
Bergson is thus the act of “the stating and creating of problems.”! This category
of the problematic has everything to do with the very possibility of a definitive
break from a dialectics of negative contradiction — the category of the problem,
unlike the category of the affirmation, cannot be reprogrammed into the category
of negation because the problematic, as indeterminate, is precisely what would
be incapable of a negation insofar as any and every negation, just like any and
every affirmation, must be determinate. Hence Hegel’s insistence, cited above, on
the determinacy even of that which appears indeterminate — the Hegelian system
can achieve totality only insofar as everything in the totality is determinate. The
very idea of a category of suspense holds the Hegalian dialectics of contradic-
tion in abeyance. Bergson’s problems suspend determinacy. In so doing, Deleuze’s
Bergson manages to put a hold on Hegel, and without trying to engage in the
impossible task of refuting Hegel that Deleuze’s Nietzsche too often undertakes
and of course inevitably fails at.

An even more under-discussed source of Deleuze’s conception of problemati-
zation can be located in the work of Sacher-Masoch, who is the central focus of a
number of early essays by Deleuze, including a very long introduction to Masoch’s
Venus in Furs published under the title Coldness and Cruelty. In his writings on
Masoch, Deleuze develops an alternative conceptualization of indeterminacy
by way of a reading of masochistic suspense. To understand this point, it is crucial
to first note that Deleuze’s central argument in the book is that masochism is a
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specific literary and clinical mode, such that it is a mistake to unify it with sadism
as its paired opposite through that ill-conceived concept of sadomasochism cham-
pioned by Krafft-Ebbing, Freud, and others.”> Whereas the sadistic technique
operates by way of “negation”, the masochistic employs the altogether different
logic of “disavowal” or “suspense”: “The fundamental distinction between sadism
and masochism can be summarized in the contrasting processes of the negative
and negation on the one hand, of disavowal and suspense on the other.”* Deleuze
is unambiguous about the refusal to collapse suspense into negation: it is “an
entirely different operation,” one in which the motion of thought “consists nei-
ther in negating nor even destroying, but rather in radically contesting the validity
of that which is: it suspends belief in and neutralizes the given in such a way that
a new horizon opens up beyond the given and in place of it.”** Masochistic sus-
pense, in short, sets in motion a critical operation that is indeterminate through
and through, it does not negate nor affirm, but presses beyond judgment in order
to hold judgment in abeyance, so as to open up indeterminacies, and through that
the possibility of new horizons of determination. If the “problem” is for Deleuze
the Bergsonian name for indeterminacy, then “disavowal” and “suspense” are its
Masochistic names. Perhaps Masoch was more central for Deleuze’s development
of problematization, which is to say for Deleuze’s break from the Hegelian dia-
lectics of contradiction, than is typically credited. Even at the methodological
level Deleuze carefully notes Masoch’s own employment of the category of the
problematic.” Deleuze’s book on Masoch, it ought to be remembered, was pub-
lished only one year before Difference and Repetition while Deleuze’s first essay
on Masoch was published the year before Nietzsche and Philosophy. Perhaps, after
all, Masoch and Bergson matter more to Deleuze than we have been inclined to
think, overshadowed as they are in our imagination by figures who tend to strike
for us sexier poses, namely Nietzsche.

Deleuze’s critique of the negative dialectics of contradiction may have begun in
creative rereading of Bergson and Masoch, but it would not fully crystallize into
the alternative of experimental problematization until those two monuments of late
sixties French philosophy, Deleuze’s Difference and Repetition of 1968 and The Logic
of Sense of 1969.% Dan Smith argues that Deleuze, in Difference and Repetition,
“attempts to develop a new concept of dialectics, which is more or less synonymous
with the concept of ‘problematics.””* Smith here affirms a point about which I aim
only to be more emphatic, namely the cenzrality of the notion of problematization
for Deleuze’s philosophical achievements. 1 would argue that the notion of prob-
lematization is the greatest gain in Deleuze’s philosophical works of the 1960s. That
notion also constitutes his point of steadiest contact with Foucault’s philosophical
interventions in the 1960s and 1970s. Their import is in part a function of the
depth of the departure they mark from the inherited dialectics of contradiction
which remain with us today.
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This is not the occasion on which to follow the intricate contours of Deleuze’s
arguments in Difference and Repetition and The Logic of Sense. The centrality of
the notion of problematization in those books is rather my concern. And for these
purposes I shall remain merely summary. In so doing, there will be, I confess, an
immense reservoir of things to say about the role of problematization in these two
books which I will not here touch on. A fuller exploration would, no doubt, com-
plicate aspects of my argument. Such complications would be welcome, in part
because they would help us specify the differences between Foucault and Deleuze.
For now, however, my emphasis is on the resonances, or repetitions and relays,
between Foucault and Deleuze.

Difference and Repetition begins with a critique of Hegel or what Deleuze calls “a
generalized anti-Hegelianism” in which “difference and repetition have taken the place
of the identical and the negative, of identity and contradiction.”* There is a long and
difficult path from these opening remarks on the booK’s first page to Deleuze’s myste-
rious remark in the book’s conclusion concerning “ideal problem-constellations in the
sky.”* Along that path we find ample evidence of the centrality of problematization
for the skyward push beyond Hegel. One key moment involves Deleuze’s takeover
of the concept of dialectics itself: “ Problems are always dialectical: the dialectic has no
other sense, nor do problems have any other sense.””® Whereas in previous work he
had explicitly countered his use of Nietzsche against Hegel’s “dialectics”,”" he now
uses the Bergsonian notion of problems to reinvest dialectics from the inside as an
effort in experimentation rather than contradiction. Another key moment concerns
the problem of movement, always central to Deleuze, Bergson, Hegel, and indeed
every prominent corner of modern philosophy: “Practical struggle never proceeds by
way of the negative but by way of difference and its power of affirmation, and the war
of the righteous is for the conquest of the highest power, that of deciding problems by
restoring them to their truth, by evaluating that truth beyond the representations of
consciousness and the forms of the negative, and by acceding at last to the imperatives
on which they depend.”” The negative, Deleuze tells us here, is but a shadow of the
problematic.”® The negative, in other words, is but a “false problem”,54 an idea that
Deleuze had already developed in detail in the book on Bergson.”

The Logic of Sense follows a rather different, albeit related, trajectory from that
laid out by Deleuze in his book from just one year prior. Whereas Difference and
Repetition begins with an assault directly on Hegel, 7he Logic of Sense seems more
innocent, though perhaps that just means it is more cunning. Deleuze here opens
with a discussion not of philosophical giants, but of confounding miniatures, spe-
cifically the children’s stories of Lewis Carroll. The philosophical concern of the
book, as stated by Deleuze on the first page, is that of “events, pure events” and a
related notion of “becoming.” This book ends, once again, with the sky, now in
the form of “the thunderbolt of the univocal” and the flectingness of the shock of
the event that “is, of course, quickly covered over by everyday banality.””” Between
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these two citations Deleuze does much to let the reader feel the thunder of the
event. The argument is even more complex and circuitous than in his prior work,
though perhaps this is appropriate for his subject matter. Allow me to once again
just draw attention to two key moments along the pathway of the book. First,
Deleuze’s striking assertion that “The mode of the event is problematic.””® The
thunder that shakes meaning and disrupts our banal everydayness has something to
do with the problematic, which thus functions as a kind of condition of transfor-
mative reorganization, or a condition of becoming. Later, we find another moment
in which Deleuze is precise about the positive status of the problematic, which is
seemingly an incoherent idea even on his own account. In the section of the book
on logical genesis, Deleuze writes that, “The problem in itself is the reality of the
genetic element, the complex theme which does not allow itself to be reduced to any
propositional #hesis.”” As 1 read Deleuze here, the point is that problems are not
determinate theses, but rather indeterminate themes, and as such are generative. On
the next page, in a passage worth quoting at length, Deleuze writes:

That the problem does not exist outside of the propositions which, in their
senses, express it means, properly speaking, that the problem s 7oz it inheres,
subsists, or persists in propositions . . . This nonbeing, however, is not the being
of the negative; it is rather the being of the problematic, that we should perhaps
write as (non)-being or ?-being. The problem is independent of both the nega-
tive and the affirmative; it nevertheless does have a positivity which corresponds
to its position as a problem.®

It would be difficult to find as clear and precise a statement against the Hegelian
logic of contradiction as that.

Foucault thought so too. In a famous review of Deleuze’s Difference and
Repetition and The Logic of Sense published in 1970 he wrote: “The freeing of differ-
ence requires thought without contradiction, without dialectics, without negation;
thought that accepts divergence; affirmative thought whose instrument is disjunc-
tion; thought of the multiple . . . We must think problematically rather than ques-
tion and answer dialectically ... And now, it is necessary to free ourselves from
Hegel — from the opposition of predicates, from contradiction and negation, from
all of dialectics.”®" Deleuze repaid the positive half of the compliment (the half
emphasizing the productivity of problems) years later when he wrote that for Fou-
cault, “To think means to experiment and to problematize.”* And more proxi-
mately, Deleuze voiced the negative half of the compliment (the half expressing
skepticism about contradiction) in a now-published letter to Foucault written in
response to 7he Will to Know: “Indeed it seems to me that another of Michel’s great
innovations in the theory of power is that a society does not contradict itself, or

hardly does so. Yet his answer is: it strategizes itself, it makes up strategies.””
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It would be a terrible mistake to think that Deleuze was here co-opting
Foucault. The centrality of problematization for the work of philosophy was, to be
sure, as much Foucault’s gain as it was Deleuze’s. In one interview we find Foucault
claiming that, “Neither the dialectic, as the logic of contradictions, nor semiotics,
as the structure of communication, can account for the intrinsic intelligibility of
conflicts . . . ‘Dialectic” is a way of evading the always open and hazardous reality of
conflict by reducing it to a Hegelian skeleton.”®* For Foucault, as for Deleuze, the
diacritic of philosophy does not consist in ferreting out the contradictions, furtive
but structural (even at times orphic) within complex social assemblies, but rather in
casting a light, at once clarifying and intensifying (even at times dazzlingly bright),
on the persisting problematizations at the heart of who we are. In Foucault’s work,
this point came to be about what we, in the history of our present, take to be
irremediably problematic. What are the problems we cannot but feel the force of?
Over what, and why, are we constantly anxious and inevitably distraught? What are
the problems with which we wrap and warp our lives in burning intensities? These
questions, and this focusing of questions around problematizations, were Foucaults
central devices for freeing himself from a certain French Hegelianism all wrapped
up in negative dialectics. But what, we ought to ask, is problematization positively
for Foucault?

A useful departure point for considering the centrality of problematization in
Foucault is the following overarching remark, striking in its sweep, from a late
interview in 1984: “The notion common to all the work that I have done since
History of Madness is that of problematization, though it must be said that I never
isolated this notion sufficiently. But one always finds what is essential after the
event; the most general things are those that appear last. It is the ransom and
reward for all work in which theoretical questions are elaborated on the basis
of a particular empirical field.”® This is a decidedly strong claim. And Foucault
realizes it. And yet he persists. I propose to take Foucault at his word here. Prob-
lematization indeed was one of his most constant and lasting preoccupations. On
this reading, that is, on Foucault’s own reading of himself, History of Madness is
an investigation of the problematization of madness in a particular historical field,
Discipline and Punish an investigation of the problematization of crime and pun-
ishment in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, and 7he Will to Know a prob-
lematization of the emergence of the fraughtness we all feel today about sex and
sexuality.® We can find problematization in all of Foucault’s major works even if
would it not crystallize into the explicit concept that it became before a number
of interviews and lectures from the early 1980s. And where we find problema-
tization at work we are not so likely to find Nietzsche so much as other figures,
including Canguilhem but of course also Deleuze himself. I have traced all of this
elsewhere before, offering the requisite citations of all those pages in books rang-
ing from History of Madness and The Birth of the Clinic to Discipline and Punish
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and The Will to Know as well as in the late lecture courses where Foucault regularly
employs the idea of the problematic as an analytical category — having said well
more than enough about problematization elsewhere, then, allow me here to just
remain summary.”’

Foucaults clearest statements of problematizations can be found in the late
interviews. In a discussion with Paul Rabinow published under the title “Polemics,
Politics, and Problematizations” Foucault was prompted by the following useful
question: “What is a history of problematics?” In the course of his reply, Foucault
offers this instructive remark: “For a domain of action, a behavior, to enter the field
of thought, it is necessary for a certain number of factors to have made it uncertain,
to have made it lose its familiarity, or to have provoked a certain number of difficul-
ties around it.”*® Foucault is here naming the provocation of the indeterminate. His
claim is that the emergence of new thought, the motion of practice, is contingent
upon the problematic that precedes it. His next claim is even more striking: “To one
single set of difficulties, several responses can be made. And most of the time dif-
ferent responses actually are proposed. But what must be understood is what makes
them simultaneously possible: it is the point in which their simultaneity is rooted; it
is the soil that can nourish them all in their diversity and sometimes in spite of their
contradictions.”® A problematization, Foucault is here unambiguous, is capable of
supporting contradictory responses. These contradictions, of course, may be felt as
conflict and tension but they do not automatically give rise to the negation of one
another, nor to the negation of the underlying problematic. Understanding that
every determination is elaborated in response to a specific indeterminate problema-
tization helps us account for the stubborn persistence of conflict. Thus Foucault
says of his genealogies, “The work of a history of thought would be to rediscover
at the root of these diverse solutions the general form of problematization that has
made them possible — even in their very opposition.””’ Foucault did not here name
the Hegelianism against which he and Deleuze were writing. But he did not need
to. It would have been obvious to anyone of his milieu.

The genealogical inflection of experimental problematization in Foucault helps
elucidate a crucial aspect of the work of problematization which is perhaps not
quite as visible in Deleuze as in Foucault, though to be sure it can be read through
the latter back into the former. In Foucault’s work it is clear that problematization
is both an act of inquiry and an object of inquiry — problematization is at once
something that the critical philosopher undertakes and something that the critical
philosopher takes as the object of their critique. This dual role of problematization
is a source of its fecundity. The best way of making sense of it in Foucault’s case is
to regard him as simultaneously describing and intensifying the problematizations
that are his concern. We do not need Foucault to know that we are all anxious
about sexuality. And yet Foucault’s genealogies of sexuality serve to provoke, stir,
and shake up that anxiety, thus intensifying what we all already knew to be there.
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It is with respect to this double status of problematization that it offers a mode of
critique that at once avoids judgment and yet at the same time exerts a pull on us.
A problematization does not tell us, Foucault is clear enough, that sexuality, or
biopower, or discipline are bad (nor, of course, good). And yet a problematization
exposes us to the fractures and fraughtnesses that are always already underway for
us in these domains. It is in this sense that problematization is a critical operation
that does its work without always falling under the sway of determinate judgment.
The point, again, is not that determination is bad (for that would itself be just
another determination). The point, rather, is that the work of immanent critique
needs a richer conception of how it functions, such that sometimes it might work
to make normative determinations and yet at other times work to intensify the
indeterminate background out of which all normative determinations are made.

This is why Foucault could confidently say:

A critique does not consist in saying that things aren’t good the way they
are. It consists in seeing on what type of assumptions, of familiar notions, of
established, unexamined ways of thinking the accepted practices are based . . .
To do criticism is to make harder those acts which are now too easy. Understood
in these terms, criticism (and radical criticism) is utterly indispensable for any
transformation.”

It was precisely here, with respect to the work of transformation and the energy of
transition, where Deleuze and Foucault needed to break from the classical dialectics
that would reduce all becoming to the negative work of contradiction.

For both Deleuze and Foucault, then, the work of experimental problematiza-
tion offered a path beyond the stalemates of mid-century French philosophy, above
all the stalemate of a dialectics of contradiction that would find its way only through
belaboring the pain of the negative. Deleuze and Foucault challenge us to consider
a wider array of operations playing out on the planes of determinacy in which we
find ourselves situated. An experimental dialectics that makes room for the produc-
tiveness of the indeterminate was the crucial gain of both. In Deleuze’s work with
Guattari, subsequent to the texts I have treated here, this would come to figure
most prominently in his productive theory of desire and above all the notion of the
unconscious as a productive even if indeterminate factory. In Foucault’s work, the
space of indeterminacy would perhaps figure most prominently in his remarkable
ability to hold together that which other theorists insisted was contradictory, thus
enabling us to glimpse through him the possibility that repression and liberation,
or power and freedom, function all so often as conflicted pairings that cannot be
reduced to contradictions. For both, it is crucial that a certain vagueness is a condi-
tion of possibility of who we are, because it shows that indeterminacy is already an
aspect of who we might yet become.
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CRITIQUE WITHOUT JUDGMENT

The central achievement of thought that emerges between Foucault and Deleuze is
their enactment of problematization as a mode of critique without judgment. Thus
they maintain with severity the crucial promise of the critical philosophy — the
promise that was not delivered on by Kant, by Hegel, by Marx, by Freud, and so
many others too, of course. The work of Deleuze and Foucault is a work that would
maintain the critique of judgment by decisively departing from the prevailing winds
of the dialectic. Where too often the work of critical philosophy has assumed forms
that would speak directly to reality in the form of a determinate judgment, Fou-
cault and Deleuze keep critique separate so that philosophy can make room for
itself without descending to the role of arguing for or against determinate positions
within the realities it takes as its task.

I take the work of problematization to be the most important point of reso-
nance between Foucault and Deleuze. Their deep sympathies in this respect take
us further in the pursuit of their broader philosophical projects than do other
familiar terms all too commonly used to lump them together. We hear much about
“Continental Philosophy” (which is hopelessly vague albeit a factual sociological
descriptor, though ironically not on the Continent so much as in America) and
“French Philosophy” (which confusedly even if only unwittingly proposes to iden-
tify philosophical positions with national membership). But these are clearly too
rudimentary to be useful as explanatory concepts, let alone as sorting tools. More
promisingly, we hear appellations or accusations of “Postmodernism” (which is
thankfully now out of fashion) or “Poststructuralism” (which is still very much
the going favorite). But my claim is that the gains of Foucault and Deleuze need
not be sought, indeed should not be sought, in some -ism that would name some
new region of philosophy into which we all must march. I would situate both
Foucault and Deleuze more humbly, as proposing and enacting philosophical
methodologies, for instance genealogy and archaeology or symptomatology and
schizoanalysis. These methods of critical problematization do not need a misplaced
-ism to back them up and ground them. What they need, rather, are contemporary
philosophers today, you and me, picking up these methods and putting them to
work in the context of newer inquiries into emergent norms and forms. The only
way to make use of Foucault and Deleuze is to use them to go beyond where they
themselves could have gone. They could not go where we can go today — because
our world is decisively different from theirs. Locating that difference means work-
ing at that temporal stitch that holds together but keeps separate where we are
today and where they were yesterday.

The crucial gain for making that stitch has to do with a mode of critique that
does not judge. The press of thought beyond judgment was central for both Foucault
and Deleuze, and could be central again today for us.
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In Foucaults case, we should not neglect his repeated claims to the effect that
problematizations are not an attempt at determinate affirmation or negation, but
rather an attempt to make visible an indeterminate background field in virtue of
which specific determinations can come to be elaborated. In an interview with Paul
Rabinow and Hubert Dreyfus, Foucault says, “You see, what I want to do is not
the history of solutions . . . I would like to do the genealogy of problems, or problé-
matiques. My point is not that everything is bad, but that everything is dangerous,
which is not exactly the same thing as bad. If everything is dangerous, then we
always have something to do. So my position leads not to apathy but to a hyper-
and pessimistic activism.””* For Foucault, the work of problematization is a way of
outflanking the invitation to judgment. Interviewers were always asking Foucault
for his opinions on what to do. They were asking, in other words, for Foucault to
offer determinate solutions to the problems he was posing. But if the difficult labor
of posing problems was their primary work, then these questions are confused.
Consider another interview with interlocutors at Berkeley, in which Foucault found
himself responding to questions along these lines: “Listen, listen . . . How difficult
it is! I'm not a prophet; I'm not an organizer; I don’t want to tell people what they
should do. 'm not going to tell them, “This is good for you, this is bad for you!
I try to analyze a real situation in its various complexities, with the goal of allow-
ing refusal, and curiosity, and innovation.”” There are countless such remarks by
Foucault scattered throughout his interviews, lecture courses, and other occasional
writings: “It’s amazing how people like judging. Judgment is being passed every-
where, all the time.””

Deleuze too was often asked to stake himself to a position, a view, or an opin-
ion. It is ironic that so many intellectuals are invited to solve problems in virtue,
presumably, of simply being well-known intellectuals, as if being well-disciplined
in a specific field automatically translates to a kind of universality of intellect.”
Like Foucault, Deleuze had the better wisdom to resist these constant invitations.
In one interview he quipped, “Intellectuals are wonderfully cultivated, they have
views on everything. I’'m not an intellectual, because I can’t supply views like that,
I've got no stock of views to draw on . . . It’s really good not having any view or
idea about this or that point. We don’t suffer these days from any lack of commu-
nication, but rather from all the forces making us say things when we’ve nothing
much to say.”’® A striking line near the end of Anti-Oedipus confirms this stance,
in this case an orientation toward political critique without taking a political
position: “Schizoanalysis as such has strictly no political program to propose . . .
Schizoanalysis is something that does not claim to be speaking for anything or
anyone.””’

There is, of course, much in the work of both Foucault and Deleuze that can-
not be accounted for in terms of this exposition of the work of critique beyond
judgment. Suffice it to say that Foucault and Deleuze, though they agreed on
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much, did not of course agree on everything. What resonates most between the
work of both, I have argued, is also that which constitutes their greatest philo-
sophical achievement for our present philosophical moment: the potentiality of a
work of critical philosophy that finally frees itself from the tempting sway of the
judgmental orientation of contradiction in order that thought might find its way
to the experimental orientation of problematization and reconstruction. It is this
idea above all that we should hold on to, work through, and work over. To learn
to philosophize in this mode would be invigorating for the contemporary work of
critique. It would give us a fresh set of challenges. For pronouncements we could
substitute problems. For answers we could substitute questions. For rigidified
pride we could substitute unrelenting curiosity. For philosophy as an announce-
ment of what is obligatory, we could at long last substitute philosophy as an instru-
mentality for transformative engagement. All of this might, though surely only in
fits and starts, contribute toward conditions for the re-engagement of philosophy
with practice, thus recomposing the tenuous relationship between we “intellectu-
als” and the “powers” toward which we supposedly speak. And though we may fail
in all of this, should we not at least allow ourselves to try? The experiment itself
would be worth the effort.”

NOTES

1. Foucault in Deleuze and Foucault (1972, 207-8).

2. Deleuze in Deleuze and Foucault (1972, 208). Though this famous remark is
Deleuze’s (it is often incorrectly attributed to Foucault), it is worth noting that in a
later 1977 interview (and not only there) Foucault indicates his broad agreement with
this claim by explicitly appropriating the metaphor of philosophy as providing tools:
“What we have to present are instruments and tools that people might find useful. By
forming groups specifically to make these analyses, to wage these struggles, by using
these instruments or others: this is how, in the end, possibilities open up” (Foucault
1977a, 197).

Deleuze in Deleuze and Foucault (1972, 208).

4. As Kant specifies the project of The Critigue of Pure Reason, “Such a critique is therefore a

bl

preparation, so far as may be possible, for an organon, and so presumably not an organon
itself” (1787, A12/B26).

5. Kant writes, “I entitle zranscendental all knowledge which is occupied not so much with
objects as with the mode of our knowledge of objects insofar as this mode of knowledge
is to be possible a priori. A system of such concepts might be entitled transcendental
philosophy” (1787, A11/B25).

6. See Kant (1787, A296/B352-3).

See for instance Kant (1787, B424).

8. See, for instance, Meillasoux (2006), which is without doubt the gold standard for the
recent revivals of speculative and ontological philosophy.

9. Foucault (1984a, 315); translation lightly modified from EW1.

N
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10.
11.
12.
13.

14.

15.
16.
17.

18.

19.

20.

Deleuze (1993a, 126).

Hegel (1821, §2, 12).

I borrow the term geistesgeschichte from Rorty (1984).

On Hume as a precedent for Deleuze see, of course, Deleuze’s 1953 book on Hume
(Empiricism and Subjectivity) as well as discussion by Smith (2001, 62ff.). I am still
awaiting a good discussion of Hume’s precedent for Foucault.

“I am an experimenter and not a theorist,” Foucault once quipped (1978, 240). “[E]
xperimentation on oneself, is our only identity, our single chance for all the combinations
that inhabit us,” Deleuze once cryptically proclaimed (1977, 11).

See Smith (2006, 107).

See for instance Zambrana (2012).

Deleuze provocatively wrote of Hyppolite in one of his first publications: “In the wake
of this fruitful book by Jean Hyppolite [Logic and Existence], one might ask whether an
ontology of difference couldn’t be created that would not go all the way to contradiction,
since contradiction would be less and not more than difference” (1954, 18). Foucault
similarly spoke to an interviewer much later of having “to free myself from the dominant
influences in my university training in the early fifties — Hegel and phenomenology . . .
The work of Jean Wahl and the teaching of Jean Hyppolite. It was a Hegelianism perme-
ated with phenomenology and existentialism, centered on the theme of the unhappy
consciousness” (1978, 246).

The most influential texts were Kojeve (1947) and Hyppolite (1946). A useful intel-
lectual history of mid-century French Hegelianism, focusing in the final chapter on its
meanings for both Foucault and Deleuze, is Roth (1988). See on Sartre’s connections
here work by Flynn (1997).

Though my overt focus here is on French Hegelianism (and its composites of dialecti-
cal history and existential phenomenology), it would not be inaccurate to suggest that
it was really Freudo-Hegelianism, Marxo-Hegelianism, and of course Freudo-Marxism
that were Deleuze and Foucault’s biggest targets. In his reviews of Difference and Repeti-
tion and The Logic of Sense, Foucault applauded as follows: “We should thank Deleuze
for his efforts. He did not revive the tiresome slogans: Freud with Marx, Marx with
Freud, and both, if you please, with us” (1970, 355). Later, in his preface to the English
translation of Anti-Oedipus where he describes Deleuze and Guattari as setting fire to
their shared philosophical inheritance, suggesting that their book enacts an incinera-
tion of “Marx and Freud in the same incandescent light.” Further down the page he
wryly notes, “Anti-Oedipus is not a flashy Hegel” (Foucault 19774, xii). Deleuze in his
book, Foucault, would repay the compliment (or at least part of it) years later: “It is as
if, finally, something new were emerging in the wake of Marx” (Deleuze 1986, 30).
There are, of course, countless other instances in Foucault and Deleuze where Freud and
Marx, and through them a certain Hegel, are displaced.

It may be useful to consider the core elements of negative dialectics. Two elements are
central: the relation of contradiction and its corollary motion of negation. Tom Rock-
more concisely summarizes the place of these two elements in Hegel’s dialectic, which
he argues “consists in relativizing opposites and in thinking the unity of contraries . . .
what causes the concept to change and propels it from phase to phase is the negative or

112



CRITICAL PROBLEMATIZATION IN FOUCAULT AND DELEUZE

21.

22.

23.

negation that it contains and that develops from within it” (Rockmore 1992, 112-13).
On this very standard reading, the dialectic works to relate concepts by way of its central
category of contradiction or opposition. A relation of contradiction is one that cannot
be withstood and maintained. It is therefore a specification of conditions under which
the terms of the contradiction must suffer determinate negation. This should not be
construed as one term negating the other. Rather it is their contradictory relation which
is negated, involving not so much the negation of one term and the affirmation of
another as the negation of the contradictory opposition itself, and with it the entirety of
involved terms. Thus, for example, the class interests of the capitalist accumulators and
the persisting laboring are in contradiction with one another. It is this contradiction,
and not the capitalists or the laborers taken by themselves as they are for themselves,
that generates the negative outflow. What emerges after this negation is determinately
engendered in the negation itself, which is to say that what emerges after negation is on
the basis of negation itself. What will emerge is itself based on the determinate negation
of that which constituted the contradiction. We should not expect some radically new
third term to suddenly appear. Thus, the communes of the proletariat can be seen as
the form that labor will assume on the basis of the determinate negation of capitalist
accumulation in the context of the contradiction between capital and labor. The contra-
diction between capital and labor just would not, on a Hegelian logic, give rise to some
radically new third term, such as a reinvigoration of religiosity. Nor would the emergent
third term be identical with one of the two terms at work in the contradiction. The
proletarian communes are not to be identified with those who labor in the context of
capitalism. The negative work of contradiction thus preserves both continuity (against
radicality) and progress (against stasis). It shows how history moves (rather than jumps)
forward (rather than sideways). This progressive and continuous nature of the dialectic
of the concept is, as is well known, absolutely crucial to Hegel’s presentation of his
account of the absolute.

Hegel (1821, §34, 40); see this point of Hegel’s in another of his idioms in Hegel
(1807, §92, 59).

The path between foundationalism and coherentism that Deleuze and Foucault are
together navigating would profit much from comparison to the kind of Wittgensteinean
remarks I am offering here.

One reason why it is worth being precise about the duality of experimentation is
because this point helps us see that a philosophical tradition that emphasized experi-
mental reconstruction rather than experimental problematization would find itself per-
fectly at home with Foucault and Deleuze, in part because any such tradition would
share their side of the basic watershed. One such tradition worth mentioning insofar
as it nicely, though for some quite unexpectedly, pairs with Foucault and Deleuze
in this way is that of philosophical pragmatism, for which the core categories of the
motion of thought are also problematizations and reconstructions. For a discussion of
the relationship between Foucault’s genealogy and pragmatism generally see Koopman
(2011), or at greater length the final chapters of both Koopman (2009) and Koopman
(2013). For one instance of Deleuze’s own positive remarks about pragmatism see

Deleuze (1993b, 86).
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24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

My reading strategy here is forthrightly normative and selective rather than descriptive
and exhaustive — above all my effort is to read what is besz in Foucault and Deleuze.
I accept that there are other aspects of Foucault, and especially Deleuze, that are not
problematizational in this sense — my argument is simply that these are not the best
aspects of their work and do not represent what we today should take from them.
I make this argument in the final section below, but for a criticism of this aspect of
Foucault’s work see Koopman (2013, Chapter 6), and on Deleuze albeit briefly sce
Koopman (2013, Chapter 2).

There are numerous works employing this standard story: one worth mentioning in the
present context, because it elaborates the usual narrative in connection with a discussion
of French Hegelianism, is Roth (1988).

Roth, to stick with just the one example, makes the argument that, for Foucault and
Deleuze, “Nietzsche . . . replaces Hegel as the locus of philosophical authority” (1988,
190), an argument which leads him to the conclusion that Deleuze and Foucault be
read primarily as implementing a philosophical “delegitimation” (1988, 189-224). But
delegitimation would of course simply be an instance of negative determination, thus
essentially repeating Hegel, whereas my claim is that Deleuze and Foucault institute
their break by moving beyond determination into the sphere of the indeterminate. On
my reading, problematization is a proper alternative to both legitimation and delegiti-
mation. Roth is, I think, led down the path of this misreading by adhering too closely
to the standard narrative of placing all the emphasis on Nietzsche — his account is
only typical insofar as it completely ignores Bergson and Canguilhem in this respect
(neither name features in the index, which is perhaps surprising for a well-researched and
professional intellectual history of the dominant Hegelian episode in mid-century
French philosophy).

Much has been made of these influences for both thinkers, but my point is just
that the literature overwhelmingly emphasizes Nietzsche. I do not here develop this
suggestion regarding Canguilhem as a precursor for Foucaultian problematization,
but any such development surely would involve a careful look at the closing para-
graphs of Foucault’s homage to Canguilhem in Foucault (1985) as well as Foucault’s
undeveloped but interesting claim about Canguilhem that, “Many of his students
were neither Marxists nor Freudians nor structuralists, and I am speaking of myself”
(1983a, 437).

Why begin with Deleuze? Mainly for convenience. In approaching these texts, we might
adopt a typical procedure of according priority by way of chronology. This, at least,
has the advantage of making the exposition manageable, though perhaps at the cost of
being somewhat misleading if it implicates an invocation of that confounding category
of intellectual history known as “influence.” While it is undeniable that Deleuze arrived
at a self-conscious statement of the work of experimentation before Foucault, there is in
fact no real need to attribute priority to either Deleuze or Foucault on this matter, and
indeed no real gain in doing so. Deleuze was the first to get here only in the sense that
he was the first to state these matters with meta-philosophical clarity in his works of the
1960s, in such books as his 1962 Nietzsche and Philosophy and his 1966 Bergsonism. As
for Foucault, the operations of experimental thought is already clearly on display in his
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29.
30.
31.

32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.

43.
44.
45.

46.

47.

48.
49.
50.
51.

History of Madness project published in 1961, though that book of course sorely lacks
the kind of self-reflective apparatus that Deleuze already had up and running in his
book of the next year.

Deleuze and Guattari (1991, 5).

Deleuze and Guattari (1991, 16).

Patton (2000, 21) is one exception in making a strong claim on behalf of the centrality
of problems for Deleuze.

Deleuze (1962, 195).

1962, 196).

1956a, 38).

1956a, 42).

1956a, 42).

1956a, 40).

1956b, 31).

1966, 106-13).

Deleuze (1966, 14).

Deleuze (1966, 14).

Deleuze writes, “It is too readily assumed that the symptoms only have to be transposed

Deleuze
Deleuze
Deleuze
Deleuze
Deleuze
Deleuze
Deleuze

Py

and the instincts reversed for Masoch to be turned into Sade, according to the principle
of the unity of opposites” (1967, 13).

Deleuze (1967, 35).

Deleuze (1967, 31).

See Deleuze (1967, 53) discussing Masoch’s own self-reflections published as Appendix
I to the cited edition.

On the relation of these two monuments to the historical works preceding them, Dan
Smith and John Protevi note: “Deleuze’s historical monographs were, in a sense, prelim-
inary sketches for the great canvas of Difference and Repetition (1968), which marshaled
these resources from the history of philosophy in an ambitious project to construct a
‘philosophy of difference.”” (Smith and Protevi 2012, online).

Smith (2001, 69); cf. (2006, 107). Note however a crucial difference in exposition here:
I depart from Smith in his retention of the idea of a “new dialectics” as a label for what
Deleuze and Foucault are doing, preferring instead to specify the difference in terms
of an alternative to dialectics altogether. Smith’s approach has the merits of remaining
perhaps closer to Deleuze’s own terminology, as suggested in my discussion of Difference
and Repetition on the next page. However, I find Deleuze’s terminology needlessly con-
fused, and do not see how the two-sided dialectic could be reinvested in a manner that
would break its attachment to contradiction and opposition. Foucault, for his part, as
shown in the ensuing discussion, never sought to recuperate the notion of the dialectic.
Perhaps I am here only playing Foucault to Smith’s Deleuze. I thank Adina Arvatu for
helpful conversation on this point.

Deleuze (1968, xix).

Deleuze (1968, 284).

Deleuze (1968, 179).

Cf. Deleuze (1962).
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52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
6l1.
62.
63.
64.
65.

66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
71.
72.
73.
74.
75.

76.
77.
78.

Deleuze (1968, 208).

Cf. Deleuze (1968, 202, 208).

Deleuze (1968, 207).

Deleuze (1966, 15-21).

Deleuze (1969, 1).

Deleuze (1969, 249).

Deleuze (1969, 54).

Deleuze (1969, 122).

Deleuze (1969, 123).

Foucault (1970, 358-9).

Deleuze (1986, 116).

Deleuze (1977, 127).

Foucault (1976, 116).

Foucault (1984b, 257); for another remark to almost exactly the same effect, see Foucault
(1983c, 171).

See Foucault (1984b, 257).

See Koopman (2013, 46, 132).

Foucault (1984c, 117).

Foucault (1984c, 118).

Foucault (1984c, 118).

Foucault (1981, 456).

Foucault (1983b, 256).

Foucault (1980b, 13).

Foucault (1980a, 323).

I am of course here riffing on Foucaults distinction between the “specific intellectual”
and the “universal intellectual” in Foucault (1977¢, 127).

Deleuze (1988, 137).

Deleuze and Guattari (1972, 380).

For discussion of ideas integral to the arguments herein, or for comments on earlier drafts
of this essay, I thank Adina Arvatu, Thomas Nail, Dan Smith, and (with an additional
note of thanks for his so many other modes of intellectual and scholarly stimulation)
Nicolae Morar.
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CHAPTER 6

Foucault’s Deleuzian Methodology of
the Late 1970s

JoHN PrROTEVI

We will explore the Deleuzian nature of Foucault’s differential historical methodol-
ogy in the mid-to-late 1970s. We will track formulations that suggest the key concept
of Difference and Repetition: individuation as the integrating of a differential field or
“multiplicity.”!

In Discipline and Punish (1975), Foucault uses “war” (or at least “battle”) as a
“model” for understanding social relations:

Now, the study of this micro-physics presupposes that the power exercised on
the body is conceived not as a property, but as a strategy, that its effects of
domination are attributed not to ‘appropriation,” but to dispositions, maneu-
vers, tactics, techniques, functionings; that one should decipher in it a nerwork
of relations, constantly in tension, in activity, rather than a privilege that one
might possess; that one should take as its model a perpetual battle rather than a

contract regulating a transaction or the conquest of a territory. (DP 35F / 26E;
emphasis added)?

As a result of conducting his genealogy of the war model in “Society Must Be Defended,”
Foucault comes to nuance his use of “war” in History of Sexuality, Volume 1, where
war is no longer seen as a grid of intelligibility that reveals a regime of truth governing
a particular historical discourse. Rather, it is seen as a practical option for “coding”
the multiplicity of force relations, that is, an optional and precarious “strategy” for
integrating them:

Should we turn the expression around, then, and say that politics is war pursued

by other means? If we still wish to maintain a separation between war and poli-
tics, perhaps we should postulate that this multiplicity of force relations can be
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coded — in part but never totally — either in the form of ‘war,” or in the form of
‘politics’; this would imply two different strategies (but the one always liable to
switch into the other) for integrating these unbalanced, heterogeneous, unstable,
and tense force relations. (HS1, 123F / 93E; emphasis added)

Thus at this point Foucault has “power” as the grid of intelligibility for social rela-
tions and “war” as an active strategy of political practice; looking at the social field
in terms of power lets us see war as a possible strategy for integrating a multiplicity
of force relations, whereas power “itself” can only be seen if we look at it as such a
muldplicity: “It seems to me that power must be understood in the first instance as
the multipliciry of force relations immanent in the sphere in which they operate and
which constitute their own organization” (HS1, 121-22F / 92E; emphasis added).

So, in HS1 the “multiplicity of force relations” is the grid of intelligibility for
power, which is in turn the grid of intelligibility of the social field. These succes-
sive grids of intelligibility reveal a dynamic social ontology, an interactive realism,
in which war is a strategy for action in the social field, a way of integrating the
muldplicity of force relations that constitute that field and thereby constituting the
protagonists of political history as engaged in a “war by other means.” The looping
effect or self-fulfilling prophecy here should be clear: it’s almost a cliché to say that
naming yourself and others as warriors tends to create the reality in which others
treat you as such and you respond in kind since they have just proved your point.

Its important not to confuse his historical realism with Foucault’s celebrated
genealogical analysis of the constitution of the objects of the human sciences, to
which he compares his analysis of the constitution of the objects of the liberal
and neoliberal power-knowledge dispositifs and their regimes of truth (e.g., vari-
ous forms of homo economicus). 1 qualify the ontological status of these objects as
“interactively realist” in the sense that they are not dependent on a human subject
or intersubjective community, but are, in Foucault’s terms, “marked out in reality”
as a result of the dispositif of practices that constitute them (NB 21-22F / 19E).
“Interactive realism” is basically the same as what Ian Hacking calls, in an update
to his important essay “Making Up People,” the “looping effect” of a “dynamic
nominalism.” That is to say, the interaction of the constituting practices and the
constituted objects is extended in time and is structured by feedback loops, so that
the expectation of an action increases the probability of that action. We also know
this phenomenon by two other terms: “self-fulfilling prophecy” and “methodology
becomes metaphysics,” as when a policy based on an assumption creates the condi-
tions that produce behavior conforming to that assumption.’

With the shift to “governmentality” in Security, Territory, Population and Birth of
Biopolitics, there is still the Nietzschean—Deleuzian concept of integration of a mul-
tiplicity of differential elements and relations as embedded in the interplay of power
and resistance in practices, but there is a change in the nature of the relata; it is no
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longer “force” relations, but relations of “actions,” as we read in “The Subject and
Power”: power is the “action on the action of others.” Thus with governmentality, we
still find a differential field, but one of actions rather than forces: “to govern . . . is to
structure the possible field of action of others.”

In STP and NB the grid of intelligibility is governmentality, which prevents us
from hypostasizing the state as a substance, and lets us avoid what Foucault will call
“state phobia.” In an important passage in Naissance Foucault concentrates on the
“statification” of governmental practices. But this does not mean starting by analyz-
ing the “essence” of the state and then trying to deduce current practices of state
governmentality as accidents accruing to the substance defined by that essence. For
Foucault, “the state does not have an essence”; it is not “an autonomous source of
power” (NB 79F / 77E). Rather it is only the “effect, the profile, the mobile shape
[découpe mobile] of a perpetual statification [étatisation] or perpetual statifications
[étatisations] in the sense of incessant transactions which modify, or move, or drasti-
cally change, or insidiously shift” multiple practices such as finance, investment,
decision-making, control, and relations of local/central authorities (NB 79F / 77E).
The state has no essence; it is not a substance with changing properties, but is
an individuation of what Deleuze would call an Idea, a multiplicity, a system of
differential elements and relations involved in “incessant transactions.”” Foucault
continues with his nominalist anti-essentialism: “The state has . . . no interior. The
state is nothing else but the mobile effect of a regime of multiple governmentalities”
(NB 79F / 77E).

Foucaults move to governmentality as the horizon for examining the state
enables a nominalist anti-essentialism that, in seeing concrete states as individua-
tions of a multiplicity, outflanks the “state phobia” against which he rails in both
its left- and right-wing manifestations. A genealogy tracks individuations as the
integration of a multiplicity of heterogeneous differential elements and relations, as
opposed to a causal and substantialist narrative, which Foucault will call a “genetic
analysis.” By focusing on the integration of a multiplicity we can replace a “genetic
analysis through filiation with a genealogical analysis . . . which reconstructs a whole
network of alliances, communications, and points of support” (STP 123F / 117E).°
For instance, a genealogy of military discipline connects it to a series of problems —
floating populations, commercial networks, technical innovations, models of com-
munity management — problems which are the very ones out of which certain state
organs emerge as a “stratifying” solution. Thus we see military discipline is an inte-
grator of a differential field, being composed of “techniques with operative value in
multiple processes”; the state does not provide the horizon for understanding this
multiplicity, for it is itself immanent to it (STP 123 F/ 119E).

In naming his differential historical methodology, Foucault insists upon the dif-
ference between a genealogy and a “genetic” analysis, which proceeds by identifying
a unitary source that splits into two.” To establish intelligibility, he asks, “could we
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not . . . start not from unity, and not even from . . . duality, but from the multiplicity
of extraordinarily diverse processes” (STP 244F / 238E; emphasis added). Foucault
continues that establishing the intelligibility of these processes would entail “showing
[montrant] phenomena of coagulation, support, reciprocal reinforcement, cohesion
and integration” (STP 244F | 238-239E; emphasis added).

So by having a differential grid of intelligibility we see the revealed reality of the
statification process is differential; in the classic Deleuzian manner, the integration
of a multiplicity produces an emergent effect: “in short it would involve showing
the bundle [faiscean] of processes and the network [réseau] of relations that ulti-
mately induced as a cumulative, overall effect, the great duality” (STP 244F / 239E).
Foucaults notion of individuation as integration of a differential field is clear as he
concludes this very important passage:

At bottom, maybe intelligibility in history does not lie in assigning a cause that
is always more or less a metaphor for the source. Intelligibility in history would
perhaps lie in something that we could call the constitution or composition of
effects. How are overall, cumulative effects composed? . . . How is the state effect
constituted on the basis of a thousand diverse processes. . .2 [ Comment se com-
posent des effets globaux, comment se composent des effets de masse? Comment sest

constitué l'effer Etat & partir de mille processus divers. . .2]” (STP 244F | 239E)

It’s the processes that constitute the state as their effect, not Foucault as subject
of knowledge; Foucault’s contribution is to provide the grid of intelligibility that
reveals this individuation as integration of a differential field at work in historical
reality.

In Sécurité, Foucault’s differential method provides us with a genealogy of the
modern state on the basis of the history of governmental reason. In the nineteenth
century we see the breakup of the administrative state’s police apparatus into dif-
ferent institutions: economic practice; population management; law and respect
for freedom; and the police (in the contemporary sense of a state apparatus that
intervenes to stop disorder). These are added to the diplomatic-military apparatus
(STP 362F / 354E). But it’s crucial to see that the administrative state’s police
apparatus that is here broken up was itself differential; it was not a unitary source.
It arose with raison d’Etar, which is itself “something completely different [which]
emerges in the seventeenth cencury” (STP 346F / 338E). The administrative state
emerges from a “cluster [faisceau] of intelligible and analyzable relations that allow a
number of fundamental elements to be linked together [/er] like the faces of a single
polyhedron” (STP 346F / 338E).

We note the by now familiar Deleuzian language of the linking together of
differential elements and relations.'” Foucault here lists four elements: the art
of government thought as raison d’Etat; competition of states while maintaining
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European equilibrium; police; and the emergence of the market town and its
problems of cohabitation and circulation (each of these is a differential field of
multiple processes and practices). So police is part of a larger dispositif;, and is itself
concerned with a multiplicity of all the factors going into providing for the being
and well-being of men, that well-being which, in a fascinating phrase, Foucault
qualifies as a “well-being beyond being [ce bien-étre au-delix de étre]” (STP 335F
/ 328E)."" More precisely, police integrates relations between the increase of those
forces and the good order of the state (321F / 313E). Police does not deal with
things but with “forces” that arise from adjusting the relations among the rates of
increase of multiple processes. As noted before, here we see forces as elements of
the state as analyzed by raison d’Etat.

With Naissance, Foucault enriches his discussion of novelty in history with a
more explicit focus on the notion of “regimes of truth.” Identifying the novelty
of liberalism and neoliberalism entails using as a grid of intelligibility the institu-
tion of “regimes of truth,” which are defined in terms reminiscent of those for
“episteme” in earlier works: “the set of rules enabling one to establish which state-
ments in a given discourse can be described as true or false” (NB 37F / 35E; SD
145F / 163—-64E). For instance, the question of liberalism is that of a new “regime
of truth as the principle of the self-limitation of government” (NB 21F / 19E).
Compared to raison d’Etat, classical liberalism constitutes a new question, the
self-limitation of the government to allow the natural mechanisms of exchange
markets to operate, just as raison d’Erat asked about the “intensity, depth, and
attention to detail” of governing for the sake of the maximum growth of power of
the state (NB 21F / 19E).

We will conclude our discussion of Foucaults differential methodology with a
problematic text. Concerning the establishment of the market as the site of veridic-
tion for liberalism as a governmental practice, Foucault insists that we not look for
“the cause” of this novel constitution. Instead, if we are to understand this historical
novelty we have to understand the “polygonal or polyhedral relationship” between
multiple elements which are themselves changing rates of change of heterogeneous
processes: “a new influx of gold ... a continuous economic and demographic
growth . . . an intensification of agricultural production” (NB 35F / 33E). This is a
clear example of a Deleuzian multiplicity: a system of differentially linked processes
exhibiting changing rates of change. Foucault follows up by claiming that in order
to “establish the intelligibility [effectuer . . . la mise en intelligibilizd]” of the process
by which the market became a site of veridiction one must “put into relation the
different phenomena [of “influx of gold,” “continuous economic and demographic
growth,” and “an intensification of agricultural production”] [la mise en relation de
ces différent phénoménes]” (NB 35F / 33E; translation modified).

So far so good; rendering something intelligible comes from the integration of
a muldplicity that preserves the heterogeneity of the processual elements. Foucault
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continues on with an odd bit of quasi-ontological modal analysis that is the key
for our understanding of the realist ontological status of the regime of truth as that
which is revealed by a grid of intelligibility (as opposed to the interactively real sta-
tus of the objects of a regime of truth). Establishing the intelligibility of the process
by which the market became a site of veridiction is a matter of “showing how it was
possible [Montrer en quoi il a été possible].” We do not have to show that the estab-
lishment of such a site of veridiction “would have been necessary [quil aurait éé
nécessaire]”’; this would be a “futile task.” Here is the key: neither do we have to show
of the process that “it is a possibility [#n possible], one possibility in a determinate
field of possibilities [#7 des possibles dans un champ déterminé des possibles].” Rather,
to establish the intelligibility of a historical novelty consists in “simply showing it to
be possible [Que le réel soit possible, cest ¢a sa mise en intelligibilité] (NB 35F / 34E;
translation modified at several points).

This is difficult to reconcile with Deleuze, given his well-known adoption of
the Bergsonian critique of the possible-real relation as opposed to the virtual-actual
relation (Bergsonisme 99-101F / 96-98E; DR 272-74F / 211-12E)."* Nonetheless,
we might be able to salvage something by focusing on Foucault’s denial that the
establishment of the intelligibility of a historical novelty consists in showing it is
one possibility in a determinate field of possibilities. For that’s Deleuze’s main target
in adopting Bergson. The virtual as differential field gives rise to actual entities — its
differentiated state passes through individuation and dramatization on the way to
differenciation — but is not itself composed of actual individuated/differenciated
entities; at most it consists in potentials for individuation processes that are trig-
gered at critical points in the relations of other processes — hurricanes are indi-
viduated at critical points in the relations of wind and water currents provoked by
temperature and pressure differences. This seems to resonate with Foucault’s denial
of a “determinate field of possibilities” in which the novelty under consideration
was an individuated member. So as long as Foucault insists that intelligibility entails
the putting into relation of multiple processes we can see the phrase “showing it
was possible” in terms of establishing the differential field of processes (influx of
gold, economic and demographic growth, etc.) out of which the market as site of
veridiction was actualized. What we can say is that Foucault’s showing a regime of
truth as an immanent historical reality meets Deleuze’s requirement that one show
the conditions of genesis of “real experience” (DR 200F / 154E) in the integration,
resolution or actualization of a differential field.

NOTES

1. Foucault does not mention integration in “Theatrum Philosophicum,” though he does
discuss multiplicity. See Dits et Ecrits I (Paris: Gallimard Quarto edition, 2001), 958
and Language, Counter-Memory, Practice (Ithaca: Cornell University Press, 1977), 185.
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2. Michel Foucault, Surveiller et punir (Paris: Gallimard, 1975), translated by Alan Sheri-
dan as Discipline and Punish (New York: Vintage, 1979).

3. Michel Foucault, Histoire de la sexualité, tome 1: La volonté de savoir (Paris: Gallimard,
1976), translated by Robert Hurley as The History of Sexuality, Volume 1: An Introduction
(New York: Random House, 1978).

4. Tan Hacking, “Making Up People,” in Reconstructing Individualism: Autonomy, Indi-
viduality, and the Self in Western Thought, ed. Thomas Heller, Morton Sosna and David
Wellberry (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 1986). The updated version to which
I refer was published in the London Review of Books 28:16 (17 August 2006); only this
version contains the phrase “looping effect.”

5. For an article examining just such a looping effect in contemporary practices based on
the assumptions of Rational Choice Theory producing the neoliberal homo economicus,
see Elinor Ostrom, “Policies that Crowd out Reciprocity and Collective Action,” in
Herbert Gintis, Samuel Bowles, Robert Boyd and Ernst Fehr, Moral Sentiments and
Material Interests: The Foundations of Cooperation in Economic Life (Cambridge, MA:
MIT Press, 2005), 253-75.

6. Foucaults differential methodology accords with his desire to avoid positing a tran-
shistorical constant, a “universal” that is simply treated differently in different epochs
(NB 4F / 2-3E; 64F / 63E). To take a famous example, in Surveiller et punir, it is
never the case that he wants to examine how the prison changes from absolutism to
liberalism. That would be a closet substantialist metaphysics in which the prison is a
substance that receives different properties. Foucault analyzes this substantialist model
as “historicism” (NB 5F / 3E). Foucault instead proposes a genealogy of constitu-
tive practices; we are accustomed to calling this his “nominalism.” From this perspec-
tive, the absolutist monarch didn’t have prisons at his disposal. He had a mechanism,
enclosure, which was put to a certain function: enclosure for protection to await
later punishment. If we had to give a name to the place, the building, where the enclo-
sure happened, it would be better to call it a “jail.” You only get prisons with a new
dispositif, where the mechanism of enclosure is put to a different function, punishment
(and penitence, and rehabilitation, etc.).

7. With “incessant transactions” we have a strong echo of the Deleuzian notion of a mul-
tiplicity as a structure of continuous variation. Relatively implicit in DR (e.g. 326F /
253E), continuous variation is a major concept throughout Mille Plateaux.

8. Can we go outside the state? There is an immediate problem: is not the state the total-
izing field for all these “outsides” of institutions, functions and objects? Can we ever
get outside such a horizon for social being (STP 123F / 119E)? Again, the focus in a
genealogy is on the different means of integrating a multiplicity of socio-economic pro-
cesses and governmentality practices. Foucault suggests that studying military discipline
is not a matter of studying state control of its military institution, for this would be a
substantialism entailing the study of different accidental properties surrounding the
unchanging essence of the state and its army.

9. We see here a merely terminological difference with Deleuze. In DR, the conditions of real
experience (not merely possible experience) form an “intrinsic genesis” (200F / 154E). But
insofar as this genesis is the integration of a differential field, we see that “genesis” in DR is

126



Foucaurr’s DELEUZIAN METHODOLOGY OF THE LATE 1970s

10.

11.

12.

equivalent to “gencalogy” for Foucaul, albeit that Deleuze works in an ontological register
and Foucault in an epistemological register.

The editor of Naissance notes the appearance of similar language defining a genealogy in
terms of “singularity” and “multiple determining elements” in a roughly contemporane-
ous essay by Foucault (NB 50n8F / 49n8E).

Is the mere “being” of men here just physical survival that forces men back onto
themselves in desperate selfishness, while “well-being” allows for productive relations
among men? So that free sociality is dependent on a guarantee of the necessities
of life? In another context, we might attempt to draw out the classic questions of
the relations of oikos and polis, of necessity and freedom, from this small phrase of
Foucaults.

Gilles Deleuze, Le Bergsonisme (Paris: PUE, [1966] 1997), translated by Hugh Tomlinson
and Barbara Habberjam as Bergsonism (New York: Zone Books, 1988).
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CHAPTER 7
Deleuze’s Foucault: A Metaphysical Fiction'

FrEDERIC GROS
TRANSLATED BY SAMANTHA BANKSTON

Before all else, we need to acknowledge a previously held, reprehensible position: for a
long time Deleuze’s book on Foucault’ seemed to consist of a dogmatic rigidity that
did not manage to break into the enthusiasm of what Foucault said. From cover to
cover the book seemed ridiculous to us. It seemed far, so far from Foucault’s actual
work, and with a menacing sort of passion we thought about demonsirating that in
his book Deleuze had committed nothing more than a work of fiction. The recep-
tion of Deleuze’s presentation at the conference, “Michel Foucault, Philosopher,”
only reinforced these poorly conceived convictions.

There was enough that could be found in Deleuze’s interviews, which were col-
lected in Negotiations, 1972—1990," to reverse these initial opinions, but the turn-
ing point took place elsewhere. For instance, previously unpublished notes were
published by le Magazine littéraire] where he expressed exemplary honesty, and a
sincere desire to understand Foucault. Francois Ewald calls for a discussion in their
exchange. That was really it, but even more: there is a kind of sensitivity in their
encounter from the very start. It is with scrupulous hesitation that Deleuze realizes
what he understood; in other words, what he had already transformed.

It was not a case of simply repeating the old refrain: in his book, like all of his
others, Deleuze talks about, above all, Deleuze. It is Deleuzes Nietzsche, Spinoza,
Bergson, and finally Foucault that is to be found. There is a facility in invoking the
charm and secrecy in the delusional projections of these tendentious interpreta-
tions. Because, above all, Deleuze wants to understand Foucault, but understand-
ing for him is not commentary, and it’s not staying as faithful as possible to what
Foucault said, as if attempting to disambiguate his line of thought. To understand
is not to explicate, clarify, or to lay bare. There is a double movement in the practice
through which Deleuze gives thought to Foucault’s work, a double movement that
provides his book with quite a foreign tone (what we took in our naiveté to be blind
dogmatism).
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Understanding an author for Deleuze is to first ground her in a certain way.
Grounding an author is not anchoring her in an initial intuition, nor is it build-
ing up her system. Rather, it consists in revealing the inherent metaphysics of a
particular work (even more so, he puts the work into play as a possibility for life).
The second movement of understanding (though alchemy wants this to be the
same thing) is a movement of reverie. For Deleuze, understanding an author is to
be able to dream her: knowing how to direct her thought along the twists and turns
that thought takes. It’s not a matter of going back and digging up the thought of an
author by insisting on the furrows that the works tracked out (a pedestrian exercise
of historical, academic commentary), but trying to navigate an author by following
the current of a thought, even if it’s known that the direction no longer even belongs
to this thought as such (instead, it’s constituted as a precise echo): an oceanic prac-
tice of philosophical commentary, which is, without a doubt, the most faithful kind
of treason.® What is summoned in Deleuze is not the historical Foucault, but nor is
it a redoubling of Deleuze (it is the opposite of narcissism to dream along foreign
coordinates). What Deleuze summons is Foucault’s double: that which Foucault 7s,
if he had been a metaphysician.

It was only in listening to the recorded lectures that Deleuze gave on Foucault
at the University of Paris VIII from 1985-6 that enabled us to take account of
this dimension.” In the recordings we find no dogmatism; his voice isn't even
certain: it searches. Deleuze posits formulas (“the archive is audio-visual”, “one
must fold the line from the outside in order to escape death”, etc.) about which
one doesn’t even think to ask whether the words are Foucaults or Deleuze’s: they
are like dimensions of a metaphysical dream out of Foucault, and Deleuze stretches
and explores while even wondering where the dream can lead him. And after
having thrown these formulas like philosophical dice that are left to be read, and
the hesitations of the final faces of the dice (the formulas) cease, we hear Deleuze
turn them around and around again, folding them, and not like a secret that is
revealed, but like an enigma that is deployed according to its own dimension.
And in order to think even more, Deleuze incessantly risks other formulas, and by
risking them he takes a stand.

When reading Deleuze’s book, we hadn't seized upon this uncertainty that ran
through it, and thus it’s important to note that a linear succession of affirmations
suffocates the book. This text requires performing an extremely slow type of read-
ing: each formula must be able to be experienced as an interrogation, an invitation,
an expectation. The extreme coldness, disengaged from what is said, is inversely the
ardent risk of continuing another’s dream.

What can even indicate the fact that when speaking about Foucault Deleuze
is simultaneously talking about his close, /iving friend? The extreme dryness is not
there to (only) conjure pathos, because at each moment Deleuze employs the very
means of his process. Penetrating the meztaphysical intimacy of beings that are known
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and loved is a very strange practice, which is undoubtedly more distressing than
learning or unveiling the private secrets of their life. What's more, in his book and
seminars, Deleuze traces the extreme curb of a fate. It’s extreme not because it would
take the appearances of an adventurous epic, but because, even further than any
sketch of an interior life, it’s at this point that he teaches us what is at the very heart
of all existence: his philosophy.

In brief, if it is decidedly true that Deleuze narrates a systematic dream (the
dream of Foucault as a metaphysician), we would simply want to resituate the szeps
of this dream, as a path is reconstituted by a reminder of limits: and each step after-
ward will rediscover the missing links, or the complications of folds, in the dispersed
writings of Deleuze.

THE STRATA OF KNOWLEDGE
The audio-visual archive

What we find in the first act are “strata”, historical formations of knowledge.
Knowledge is about seeing and speaking, what is seen and what is stated, evidence
and visibility. And this is the first Deleuzian affirmation of Foucault: “the archive is
audio-visual.” History will be the exact determination for each era’s “distribution of
the visible and the articulable” and its knowledge.® It is not a history of mentality
and ideas, but a history of the visible and the enunciated, while their combination
shapes “knowledge.” Or even still, it’s a history of “machinic processes” (how is the
visible extracted?) and “enunciated procedures” (how are enunciations produced?),
which, when combined, enable a history of “procedures of truth.”

Light and language

This visibility and enunciation, pursued by Deleuze, depend neither on subjective
nor objective syntheses for their distribution: they are not rooted in the synthetic
act of a pure ego, no more than the materiality of socio-historical conditions. They
are familiar with the transcendental: it’s the “there is”, “there is” light for visibility,
and “there is” language for enunciation. With that, Foucault constitutes an ontol-
ogy: it is in the light-Being, in the language-Being, that the enunciated and the
visible come to find their conditions of possibility. What speaks for Foucault is not
the “I” as the ultimate foundation (personology), nor the “signifier” as an organiz-
ing latency (structuralism), nor even the “World”, even given in its native coldness
(phenomenology).'” What speaks is language-Being. But at the same time Deleuze
adds that if we can even talk about ontology it is an “historical” ontology: lan-
guage-Being and light-Being are inseparable in the determinate way by which they
resemble (“fall” on) the visible and the enunciated. There are a priori conditions
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that only exist as historical regimes of enunciation, a historical machine of visibility:
assemblages that are always immanent. In other words, and more to the point: there
is not a light-Being or language-Being that can be given in ordinary experience.
There is nothing prior to knowledge, prior to “these combinations of the visible and

the articulable on each strata, at each historical formation.”"!

The non-relation

Deleuze continues to remark that after all, for Foucault, these two forms (Deleuze
talks about forms of exteriority: Light and Language define the spaces of dispersal
for the seen and the enunciated) are irreducible, and even outside one another. This
is the great principle announced in Blanchot: to speak is not to see. Deleuze firmly
insists on this disjunction: here, he sees the definite refusal of all phenomenological
intentionality.

This disjunction of Seeing and Speaking simultaneously constitutes Foucault’s
Kantianism:'? there is an irreducibility between the forms of Receptivity (the visible
or intuition) and the forms of spontaneity (the enunciated or the understanding).
And Foucault’s Kantianism explains the primacy of enunciation over visibility:"
enunciation remains a determiner.

This irreducibility of the visible in Foucault affirms his stance from all analytic
philosophy, while the primacy of enunciation sets him apart. It’s thus through his
Kantian bias that Deleuze begins to demarcate the precision of Foucaults thought.

The passage

Meanwhile, this irreducibility poses a problem: how is it possible to understand,
if speaking is not seeing, if one can see that which is spoken about, and say what
one sees? So, Deleuze evokes the Bataillean grasp between seeing and speaking
(statements slip between visibility and their conditions), but at the same time he
understands that reason for such a formation of the irreducibility must be sought
elsewhere. Thus, it’s necessary to invoke a second axis, which is not itself a form,
but which returns reason to historical formations from the union-separation of see-
ing and speaking as forms of exteriority.

STRATEGIES OF POWER
Power as non-formal and non-stratified

Thus, we need an element that is not itself a form, but from which the systemic
stratifications of knowledge can be understood, as long as they still contain a central
inconsistency. The non-formal, the non-stratified, is a relation of forces.
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This time Foucault’s Nietzscheanism is laid bare: the power relation is given as
a relation of forces.”” Force is thus thought as that which is multiple'® in its own
essence, related in essence to another force. To think about power as a relation of
forces is to note its relative specificity with all relations of violence: power is a force
relation acting on another force, thus non-formal, while violence is deforming. Force
relations do not open up to a perpetual chaos, but are introduced according to given
historical configurations. For Deleuze, this singular, historical introduction of force
relations constitutes a diagram:'” such as discipline (where the formula equals imposing
some task to some multiplicity).

According to Deleuze, we must be able to understand Foucaults great theses from
that point. On the one hand, force, as long as it belongs to its essence of relating to
another force, can have the power to affect, and the power to be affected. It can easily
be seen that this double postulation makes the duality of seeing and speaking echo.
But this simple rezurn is not enough: a passage is necessary. Force relations as such are
non-formal, and above all they are virtual: first they are actualized in stratifications.
Force relations are multiple, moving, molecular, and virtual (“evanescent games”):
they only begin to truly exist by being integrated into molar instances, what Deleuze
immediately designates as institutions or milieus of knowledge (the family, school, the
factory) — this means stratified forms where force relations become consistent and
stable (and are capable of being reproduced). For example, “For sexuality, the molar
instance around which micro-sexual relations are actualized and integrated is sex.”
To illustrate Foucault’s thesis, Deleuze appeals to Proust, sketching sexless molecular
sexuality below two acknowledged levels of sexuality (normal heterosexuality and
guilty homosexuality): the body and its pleasures.

The concrete instance that integrates force relations (introduced simply by the
diagram) is also termed a “dispositif” by Deleuze. This can be said another way:
at the level of the diagram (example: discipline) function is not formalized, nor is
substance formed (imposing some task to some multiplicity). The dispositif only
knows formalized functions (instructing, correcting, enforcing work, etc.) and
formed substances (the student, the son of a family, the worker, etc.). The passage
from the dispositif to the diagram is a passage from “a compact stratification to a
diffuse strategy”: it’s in this movement from one to the other that the true method
of exploration must exhaust itself on the social field.

What represents knowledge for Foucault is now better understood: a process of
integration of force relations in molar instances. There is no need to pose the prob-
lem of primacy between power and knowledge, since knowledge integrates the force
relations that constitute its immanent cause: “In what sense is there a primacy of
power over knowledge, or power relations over relations of knowledge? It’s because
they would have nothing to integrate if there weren't differential power relations. It
is true that such relations would be evanescent, embryonic or virtual, without the

operations that integrate them.”"®
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Differenciation of force relations

But every actualization is differendation at the same time that it is integration: it’s
in the very movement of its actualization that divergence operates. As stated previ-
ously, it is the essence of force to re-enter into a relation with another force: every
force is the power to affect (presupposing a function) and to be affected (presup-
posing a material). It's along these two directions that force relations are actualized
in the difference of light-beings (machines) and language-beings (enunciations).
Deleuze shows how the enunciated integrates force relations: the enunciation
AZERT" (the first letters on a French keyboard) assumes a force relation between
fingers, letters, and touches (“AZERT standardizes relations between letters and the
French language — frequency and vicinity — and relations of fingers”). The same goes
for luminosity (the description of Las Meninas shows how the lines of light intersect
to culminate in the force relation between two dominant singularities — painting
and the king).

This is where Deleuze situates the second turning point in Foucault: since after
having exposed the principles of the actualization of forces, it can even be said that
the determination of the being has been settled: everything finds its reason (or non-
reason) of being. And that’s what leads to the following question: but can we escape
Power? Or are we condemned like determined particles to our presence? Is there an
opposition to power? From where can resistance arise? How can mutations of the
diagram be explained?

The passage to Foucaults third conceptualization is not like the passages from
formations of knowledge to non-formal power. What was required then was a syste-
maticity that had to be completed. What is needed now is the urgency of an ethical
attitude.

MODES OF SUBJECTIFICATION

The line from the Outside: one dies

It was in Kant that we discovered the irreducibility of spontaneity and receptivity
of (stratified) historical formations of knowledge. Then there was Nietzsche for the
first movement of force relations, and finally, we discover Heidegger for the fold.

In other words, employing an approach that becomes increasingly risky, one
moved from forms of exteriority to the Outside of forces, in order to finally reach
the line from the Outside. It can also be said that one passes from epistemology to
ontology in order to unfold ethics.

One must understand how this line from the Outside is possible and beyond
power. Occasionally, Deleuze identifies with Blanchot’s “one dies”, which Blanchot
situated in literature and is the space delivered by the movement of writing. It is

133



BETWEEN DELEUZE AND FOUCAULT

a line of death, not in the sense that it would be inert; on the contrary, it is tra-
versed by movements of unfathomable violence. To depict this, Deleuze provides
the image of the line of the whale in Herman Melville’s Moby Dick.

Foucaults fascination with Bichat is thus better understood, which is already
expressed in The Birth of the Clinic: the line from the Outside would be death that
is coextensive with life, and is thus as if one could only escape power in a confrontation
with death.

This Outside, if we follow the direction that is already set out by Blanchot, is
Distant, more distant than any milieu of exteriority. This is why it is simultaneously
nearer than any milieu of interiority. Were going quickly, but what is given to us as
simple, sophisticated inversions, is carried out carefully by Deleuze in the extreme
slowness of an enigma that not so much uncovers its revealed content, but rather
the vastness of its secret. The equivalence between absolute distance and proximity
is nonetheless ontologically immediate.

In the line of “one dies”, Deleuze shows how Foucault devotes himself to bend-
ing it and folding it on itself: this is the solution of life. Because, this line from the
Ousside is strictly speaking unlivable: “the line must cause a fold on pain of death.”
Only Artaud would have attempted to make the bed with his poems. In accor-
dance with Deleuze and Leiris, Foucault would have also opposed being surrounded
by folds, and Roussel distances them: “the choice between death and memory”).”
Henceforth, the question is: what happens when the line from the Outside is folded?

Subjectification as folding

For Deleuze, the first effect of this line is to produce an Inside: an inside of the
Outside, an inside closer than any milieu of interiority. The thought of an inside
would be the folding from Outside, and this is what connects Foucault, Blanchot,
and Heidegger, according to Deleuze. This is where Deleuze cites the chapter from
The Order of Things on the analytic of finitude, in particular: the folding of the
line from the Outside (or the “oceanic line”) is what constitutes an Inside, as well
as the unthought of Thought. And this would then be finitude: the resu/t of a fold
(it wouldn’t know in any case how to be a constituent if there is only a Aistorical
folding of the oceanic line in it). This Inside as a fold from the Outside is its double:
a double that is not an external projection of a primary interiority, but repetition
(through invagination) of the Inside. There is an empirical-transcendental pair as
well as a fold of words in Roussel’s writings (“Foucault is always protected from
Heidegger by Roussel”).

There’s another specific detail in Foucault this time, which Deleuze realizes
when considering the final texts. That of positing that the folding of the line from
Inside produces a subjectivity, which the Greeks understood first: “Who invented
creating the fold rather than confronting the void? This is the Greeks' idea.”'
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In sum, they invented the subject, and invented the subject as a fold of force on
itself. Certainly, the Greek diagram of forces permitted it, even demanded it: to be
a free man and to be able to govern others first necessitates knowing how to govern
oneself. This is what Deleuze called the Greek “disengagement.” By the function of
the Greek diagram, only the free man can govern other free men, but the free man
who is capable of governing free men will be the one who knows how to govern
himself, which is a “very curious operation, which refers neither to the domain of
knowledge, nor the domain of power.”

It is thusly that the self arises as a fold, an auto-affectation of force: “force is
folded on itself, bent on the self. There was a subjectification.” Foucault does not
rediscover the subject: he states a new thought of subjectification as the folding
from Inside. The self-relation is announced in its irreducibility to stratifications of
knowledge and to diagrams of power, even if the folds of subjectifications cease to
be taken up in the wake of power-knowledge. From there incessant metamorphoses
arise, and out of which the political, rather than resistance, arises: because subjecti-
fication is precisely a knor. It is known that knots (of subjectification), if they assure
the regular weaving of lines (of power and knowledge), can also introduce a tension
within them that it will cause them to break.

We never wanted to indicate by the chapter title that Deleuze produced a fic-
tion, except by following the first impulse of a metaphysical dream of Foucault.
What is established at each step is a new image of thought. to think is to speak and
see (it’s not knowing, and it’s not relating words and things, concepts and realities);
thinking is to convey singular and 7isky force relations (it’s not about stating sover-
eign necessities); finally, thinking is folding, bending the line from Inside on itself
(it's not unbending the full interiority of consciousness).

There is an extreme coherence of Deleuze’s reading in Foucault’s work. This
coherence doesn’t only stick to the symphonic character imposed on the three
established movements of a Foucauldian meditation; that is, to the dramatic scan-
sion. Without a douby, it also sticks to the fact that when reading Foucault Deleuze
rediscovers knowledge from his reading of Bergson. This was already accomplished
with the postulation of two pure forms (seeing and speaking) that find their
common principle in non-formal force relations (always conveyed by a singular
irreducibility), which are only actualized by being differenciated. Finally, in his
third act of fiction, Deleuze delivers thought from a subjectification as a constitu-
tion of “absolute memory.” This is memory without psychological interiority, like
the memory that had conjured Bergson: this would be the line from the Outside’s
operation of the fold. After all, this is what is at stake when conceiving of thought
as folding: seeing the very source of time within it.

This reference to Bergson is masked but points to the distant path that follows
the twists and turns of fiction. Therefore, one can still dream along with Deleuze: to
dream of Foucault and find a fraternal double in Bergson.
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One would unmistakably find an echo of this practice in what Foucault understands by
the “repetition of a question” in relation to Kant’s interrogation of the Enlightenment.
These recordings can be consulted in the Foucault Center at the Saulchoir library, 34
bis, rue de la Glacitre, Paris, in the 13th arrondissement. The cited passages without
references from the work are extracts from audiotapes.

. Deleuze, Foucault, p. 42.

Ibid. p. 54.

For these three denunciations, see: Ibid. p. 48.

Ibid. p. 42.

However, Deleuze strongly notes Foucault’s differences from Kant, Ibid. p. 58.
Deleuze saw evidence of this primacy in the organization of 7he Archaceology of Knowledge,
which only accorded a marginal position to the “non-discursive.”

Deleuze recalls that in the same way Kant called for the necessity of a third instance
(the schema of the imagination) to co-adapt the determinable and determination.
“Foucault’s definition seems very simple: power is a relation of forces,” Ibid. p. 59.
According to Deleuze, the differential element of forces in Nietzsche is the “will,” where
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Translator’s note: AZERT is the French keyboard’s equivalent of QWERTY on the
standard Anglophone keyboard.

Ibid. p. 82.

“The Greeks are the first doubling,” Ibid. p. 83.
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CHAPTER 8

Speaking Out For Others: Philosophy’s
Activity in Deleuze and Foucault

(and Heidegger)

LEONARD LAWLOR AND JANAE SHOLTZ

There are many obvious intersections between Deleuze and Foucault: the relation of
desire and pleasure; the structures of agencement and dispositif, and, the self-relation
as the fold. These intersections are especially evident and determinable insofar as
Deleuze wrote about Foucault and Foucault wrote about Deleuze. Yet, it is remark-
able that both Deleuze and Foucault, each at the end of his life, wrote about philoso-
phy itself. Of course, Deleuze’s last great book (written with Guattari), appearing in
1991, is called What is Philosophy? Yet, Foucault’s last two courses at the College de
France from 1982 to 1984 aim to answer the same question.” This final intersection
of Deleuze and Foucaults thinking in the question of philosophy seems to have
gone largely unnoticed. So, the question that we are going to address here is: what
is philosophy for both Deleuze and Foucault? There is, however, a more precise way
to formulate this question. On the one hand — this is a Deleuzian way to formulate
the problem — the problem is the relation of philosophy to historical contingency.
That is, today philosophy finds itself in the territory of capitalism. On the other
hand — this is a Foucaultian way — the problem is the relation of philosophy to
power. That is, philosophy always finds itself in a particular relation to power. Both
ways of expressing the problem imply that essentially the problem amounts to this:
what is philosophy’s “reality” (to use Foucault’s terminology [CF-GSO1, 211/229]),
or what is philosophy “use” (to use Deleuze’s terminology [QPh, 14/8-9]). In short,
what is philosophy’s activity?

It seems that the answer we find in late Deleuze and in late Foucault consists in
a certain way of speaking. Philosophy’s activity is linguistic. As we see in Deleuze
and Guattari’s Whar is Philosophy?, philosophy’s use is “speaking for others” (parler
pour les autres), and if we look at Foucault’s final courses at the College de France
its reality consists in what the ancient Greeks called “parresia” (speaking frankly,
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fearless speech, or even outspokenness). As we shall see, these two philosophical
linguistic utterances are connected. In What is Philosophy?, Deleuze and Guattari
argue that speaking for others arises when we are before the intolerable suffering of
others. This standing before them, in their suffering, fills us with the shame at being
human all too human. Thus the feeling of shame motivates us to speak for them.
This speaking for them, however, takes us beyond the merely linguistic. Speaking
for them requires parrésia; it requires that we speak frankly, that we speak out, and
then, as Foucault would say, speaking for requires, beyond the passivity of the feel-
ing of shame, the activity of courage. The use of philosophy comes to light when we
convert shame into courage. Then we see that philosophy has a reality insofar as it
affects a change in reality. As Deleuze and Guattari say, what is at issue in speaking
for is “becoming” (QPh, 105/109).” On the basis of the feeling of shame we must
become other, enter into our own conversion of speaking and acting. We then speak
for others so that they become other, so that they escape from their suffering and
agony. We speak frankly and become outspoken when we take the risk to address
the tyrant, the risk to expose the most naked and excessive uses of power, as those
found for instance in the prisons.

There are two problems with which we must deal in order to understand the
conversion of shame into courage (based on the association of “speaking for” with
parresia). On the one hand, if it is indeed the case that what is at issue in speaking
for is becoming, then we must re-examine the problem of return or zbe return (as in
Nietzsche’s eternal return doctrine) as we find it in the early Deleuze and Foucault.
The return necessary concerns the future, the future of what is coming and of what
is other. Foucault himself indicates that the problem of the return is at the center of
both his own thinking and Deleuze’s when he says, in “Theatrum Philosophicum,”
that “Time is what repeats itself; and the present . . . does not stop recurring. . . .
Being is a Return [Retour] freed from the curvature of the circle; it is Recurrence
[Revenir]. . . [freed] from the law of the Same.” Now, twice in this review essay,
Foucault praises Deleuze for not denouncing metaphysics “as the forgetfulness of
being.” The allusion to Heidegger is obvious. Thus, we think that, if the project of
determining the activity of philosophy for the later Deleuze and Foucault requires
that we go back to the earlier problem of return, then the earlier problem of return
requires us to look at the criticisms Deleuze and Foucault level at Heidegger’s
thought.” Heidegger’s thought seems to express precisely the idea against which
early Deleuze and Foucault fight: the idea of circular return. Immediately, we can
say that philosophy’s activity is not a circular return — not a return to an origin or
foundation — as if it amounted to a promise being fulfilled. Thus philosophy’s real-
ity, its deed, its use, must amount to going beyond historical contingency without
returning to a prior condition or it amounts to going beyond the current regime of
power within which it finds itself without returning to that prior regime. Its activity
or reality must consist in a creative repetition that returns without end.
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The second problem then appears on the basis of this concept of unlimited
return. The very idea of speaking for others seems to imply a form of representa-
tion: when I speak for you, I represent you, and then I mediate you with me and
with others on the basis of a reductive and homogenizing identity, similarity, and
resemblance. In other words, when I speak for you, it looks as though your sin-
gularity disappears; you never appear as an event. There is only the repetition of
a general concept. The representation then looks to be precisely a circular return.
In fact, as early as the 1968 Difféerence and Repetition, Deleuze denounces speaking
for others; he says, “The misfortune in speaking is not speaking, but speaking for
others or representing something” (DR, 74/52). The problem becomes more acute
when we look at the 1972 exchange between Deleuze and Foucault called “Incel-
lectuals and Power.” There, Deleuze says, “We laughed at representation, saying it
was over, but we didn’t follow this ‘theoretical conversion’ through — namely, theory
demanded that those involved finally speak on their own account, practically.” As
is well known, Deleuze claims in “Intellectuals and Power” that Foucault was the
first to teach us the fundamental lesson of “the indignity of speaking for others.”
How is it possible to reconcile this early indignity with speaking for others with
Deleuze (and Guattari’s) later endorsement of “speaking for” in What is Philosophy?
Although we are not certain, it seems that it was Foucault and Deleuze’s involve-
ment in “Le Groupe d’Information sur les Prisons” in 1971-2 that allowed them
to start to think of “speaking for” in a new way. The GIP’s independence from
any political party and from any enterprise (like a sociological study or a judicial
inquest) freed the prisoners from representing something like a social type. The
questionnaire that the GIP used, in particular, allowed the inmates to speak on their
own account. Yet, the GIP spoke too, not only through the way the questionnaire
was worded but also through its own publications. What the GIP did then in its
publications was make the voices of the inmates “resound.” Freed from represent-
ing a general concept, a social type, or a moral universal, this resonance looks to
be more like a creative repetition. So, we are going to examine the GIP documents
as a kind of werification of our interpretation of the late endorsement of “speaking
for” and its association to parrésia. Before we come to this “verification” through
the GIP documents, we must take up the problem of the return in Deleuze and
Foucault in relation to Heidegger. Through Heidegger, we shall be able to see that
the conversion of shame into courage gives us a glimpse of how philosophy calls us
to go over man.” We start with Heidegger and Deleuze.

I. RETURN IN DELEUZE, FOucAULT — AND HEIDEGGER

Deleuze’s most extensive early discussion of Heidegger appears in Chapter 1 of
Difference and Repetition.® As is well-known, in this chapter, Deleuze attempts to
liberate difference from the demands of “the concept in general.” The concept in
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general (or representation) leads us to conceive difference only for or in relation
to something that serves as its foundation or ground. Indeed, difference becomes
nothing but the negation of the foundation, a negation which, when it is itself
negated, returns difference to the foundation from which it derived. In other words,
in the representational concept of difference, difference is nothing but a bare repeti-
tion of the foundation; the dialectic is always circular. In this conception, difference
relates negatively back to a foundation, which is the abstract identity of the concept
(the third term of mediation). Therefore, difference is no longer conceived in terms
of itself or “in itself,” hence the title of Difference and Repetition’s first chapter. It
is within the context of this reconception of difference and its relation to negation
that Deleuze introduces his note on “Heidegger’s Philosophy of Difference.” In the
note Deleuze makes five points.

Here are the five points in brief. The first point is that the “not” in Heidegger does
not express the negative; rather the “not” expresses the difference between being and
beings. The second point is that the difference between being and beings is not the
“between” in the ordinary sense.” Instead, it must be understood as “the fold,” the
“Zwiefalt.” Difference understood as the fold is constitutive of being. In other words,
being, in Heidegger, differentiates the being off from a sort of background of obscurity.
In this way, Deleuze gives a new sense to Heidegger’s expression “ontological differ-
ence”: being is the active “differenciator” of beings (DR 90/65; see also DR 154/117)."°
The third pointis that the “ontological difference corresponds to the question.” In other
words, Deleuze makes an equivalency between being and questioning. As equivalent
to a question, being actively constitutes beings as differences, as if they were so many
different answers to a question that remains open and consequently unanswerable.
As a kind of nonbeing, difference (or the question) — this is the fourth point — “is
not,” as Deleuze says, “an object of representation.”" The “turn beyond metaphysics,”
according to Deleuze, amounts to insisting that metaphysics cannot think “difference
in itself.” The Heideggerian “turn,” for Deleuze, is a resistance to conceiving difference
as a third term “between” being and beings, it is a “stubborn” resistance to mediation.
Finally, the fifih point. “Difference cannot, therefore, be subordinated to the Identical
or the Equal, but must be thought as the Same, in the Same.” Through the Same,
Heidegger is trying to think a “gathering” that is not reducible to empty indifferent
oneness.

It seems that Deleuze intends these five points to show how certain readings
of Heidegger are really misunderstandings (probably he has in mind those of Sar-
tre and Metleau-Ponty). In particular, Deleuze’s five points aim to outline a more
accurate reading of the Heideggerian “not”: “the Heideggerian NOT refers not to
the negative in being, but to being as difference; it refers not to negation but to
the question.” Deleuze’s defense of Heidegger is so strong here that he says that he
considers the Heideggerian “correspondence” between difference and the question,
between the ontological difference and the being of the question, “fundamental.”
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Despite this attachment to Heidegger’s thought, Deleuze suggests that Heidegger’s
own formulas for the “not” might be to blame for the misunderstandings of his
later work. Indeed, through a series of questions, Deleuze distances himself from
Heidegger’s thinking. In particular, Deleuze is not certain that speaking of the Same
(or gathering), rather than Identity, is really enough to think original difference.'
Deleuze asks, “Is Sameness enough to disconnect difference from all mediation?”
The distance, however, that Deleuze takes from Heidegger’s thought really comes
down to the status of the being (das Seiende or [tant), not the status of being
(not das Sein or ['étre). The question for Deleuze is the following: “Does Heidegger
make the conversion by means of which being [/4re] must be said only of differ-
ence and in this way being [/#tre] revolves around the being [/éran#]?” In other
words, “Does Heidegger conceive the being [/¢zans] in such a manner that the
being [/¢tant] is removed from all subordination in relation to the identity of repre-
sentation?” Deleuze concludes, “It seems not, given [Heidegger’s] interpretation of
Nietzsche’s eternal return” (DR 91/66)."

Whether or not Deleuze’s claim about Heidegger’s interpretation of Nietzsche’s
eternal return doctrine is correct — in Difference and Repetition (but already in the
1962 Nietzsche and th'/omp/yy),14 it is clear that Deleuze thinks that Heidegger does
not understand the eternal return doctrine — it tells us a lot about how Deleuze
conceives his own thinking in relation to that of Heidegger. When Heidegger
interprets the eternal return doctrine as being “metaphysical,” Deleuze thinks that
Heidegger is claiming that the return of the eternal return is a founded repetition.
That is, it is the repetition of an identity that predetermines all the answers to the
question, as if for Nietzsche the repetition was a repetition of permanence, as if
for Nietzsche repetition did not produce a multiplicity of new answers, as if for
Nietzsche therefore there was no true becoming. In contrast, what Deleuze sees in
the eternal return doctrine is a very specific kind of repetition, one that, as he says,
“makes a difference” (DR 85/60). The repetition to which the eternal return refers,
in Deleuze’s interpretation of Nietzsche, is a repetition that repeats no identity. It
is a foundationless repetition. It is foundationless insofar as it repeats the being
(['étant), but the being — an individual thing — is not conceived as copy of an origi-
nal or of a model. The being is conceived as a singularity or as an event. A singular
event, for Deleuze, is a true “commencement” so that the repetition of the eternal
return is a “recommencement.” Being based in a commencement, in an event, the
recommencement is not determined. Therefore the recommencement — the return
of the eternal return — has the potential to produce more differences, more events,
more novelties, more answers to the question (DR 258-61/200-2). The repetition
is creative.”” Therefore, insofar as Deleuze thinks that Heidegger does not under-
stand Nietzsche’s eternal return doctrine, he thinks the real issue between his own
thinking and that of Heidegger is the idea of foundation: founded repetition versus
unfounded repetition. Heidegger, for Deleuze, remains attached to “the primacy
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of the Same” (DR 188n1/321n11). As we shall now see, Foucault also thinks that
Heidegger remains attached to the primacy of the same.

The main occurrence of Heidegger’s name in Foucault appears The Order of
Things, in Chapter Nine, “Man and his Doubles.'® Although “Man and his Doubles”
is among the most difficult texts Foucault ever wrote, its basic idea is well known: the
idea of man. Unlike human nature in the Classical Age which is correlated “term by
term” to nature, man in the Modern Age is defined by a kind of ambiguity or dou-
bling of finitude. First and foremost, man’s finitude appears to him in the positive
content of certain disciplines such as biology and man’s finitude appears to him in
the way man knows in these disciplines.'” In other words, finitude is repeated from
the positive content of knowledge into the conditions for that positive knowledge. In
Chapter Nine, after having defined “man’s primary characteristic” as repetition (the
repetition of the positive and the fundamental), Foucault then extends the repetition
of finitude into three other “doubles” that define man: “the transcendental repeats
the empirical, the cogito repeats the unthought, the return of the origin repeats its
retreat” (OT 326/316).

It is in the section that concerns this fourth repetition, the retreat and return
of the origin, that we find the one occurrence of Heidegger’s name. The section
overall, however, concerns man’s relation to the origin. Foucault provides a tri-
partite description of this relation. Firsz, Foucault speaks of the origin retreating
from man into the past. In Modern thought, according to Foucault, man always
finds himself alive against the background of life, labor, and language that began
long ago. In short, man’s origin is the “already begun” (OT 341/330). The “already
begun” means that man is not “contemporaneous” with the origin. Because of this
non-contemporaneity, it is not possible to attribute, according to Foucault, an
origin to man. Then second, because man seems to have no origin, to be virtually
outside of time, he also appears to be that being from which all the chronologies of
life, labor, and language have derived. Therefore, the origin of things always retreat
or withdraws to a beginning earlier than man, while man retreats from things as
that from which all the durations of things can begin. This double retreat, however,
makes possible, according to Foucault, a “third retreat” (OT 343/332). So, third,
taking up the zask to call into question everything that pertains to time, Modern
thought contests the origin of things in order to discover the “origin without either
origin or beginning.”'® Time then would be, as it were, “suspended” in thought —
in the sense that making this timeless origin be visible thought would seem to
have made time stand still. And yet, thought itself would not be able to escape
from time because it is not contemporary with the originless origin of time. In
the Modern Age, thought can never be contemporary with the origin. However,
as Foucault stresses, the suspension of time in thought is able to make the relation
of thought and origin “flip over.” Previously, the origin withdrew from thought
into the past; now, however, it withdraws from thought going out into the future.
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In other words, after finding itself coming too late for the origin, thought now
projects the origin out in front as what is still to be thought. Although Foucault
does not say this, the task for thinking that aims at suspending time amounts
to Heidegger’s retrieval of the meaning of being as time. According to Foucault,
however, this retrieval is a retrieval of the same."”

As with Deleuze’s claim about Heidegger’s interpretation of the eternal return
doctrine, with Foucault we cannot find one clear argument to support the claim
that Heideggerian retrieval is a retrieval of the same.” A clue seems to appear, how-
ever, when Foucault says in “Man and his Doubles” that “[the origin] is prom-
ised to [man] in an imminence that will perhaps be forever snatched from him”
(OT 345/334-5). The clue seems to be this: it is difficult to conceive promising in
any other way than as something to be kept; as something to be kept, a promise
must be fulfilled.”’ Then as something to be fulfilled, it seems that promising must
always be based in a lack. The same dominates this retrieval or return or repetition
because the promising, to which Foucault seems to be referring, is conceived as a
deficiency (OT 353/342).” The withdrawal of the origin produces a deficiency, but
the deficiency, it seems, produces something like an outline or a figure in relief that
the future will fill in. In other words, what is to come is determined as what is going
to fill in this lack. The still coming future will be the same as what was outlined
with the withdrawal of the origin into the past. There seems, however, for Foucault,
another and stronger step in this “argument,” if we can call it an argument and if
we understand it correctly. Foucault speaks of “the insurmountable relation of man’s
being to time” (OT 346/335). Thus it seems that the lack is a lack in “man’s own
being,” which means that the return of the origin — promised and not yet fulfilled —
is a fulfillment of man’s being. Man is the figure in relief made by the withdrawal.
The return of the origin therefore is a return of the same being as us. And then,
we see that what is at issue in the question of return is really a going beyond or
over man.

II. THE CONVERSION OF SHAME INTO COURAGE

Therefore, for both Deleuze and Foucault, as we just saw, Heideggerian repetition,
return, or retrieval does not reach the true repetition, because Heidegger, it seems,
conceives repetition as a repetition of the same. Thus the true repetition, for both
Deleuze and Foucault, is what we called above a “creative repetition.” The phrase
“creative repetition” seems to be contradictory since repetitions repeat and therefore
cannot be creative. Yet, one can understand the phrase if one thinks of the artwork.
An event such as the writing of Hamletwas based in no determinate model, no exact
foundation, and no self-identical origin; therefore its subsequent theater produc-
tions, while repetitions, are all able to be different. We know of course how impor-
tant Oedipus and Hamlet are in Deleuze’s Difference and Repetition. We know how
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important the tragic is in both early Deleuze and in early Foucault. The importance
of tragedy and the artwork in Deleuze and Foucault means that both Deleuze and
Foucault oppose the repetition of the same with the repetition of the different, and
that opposition between same and different means that they oppose the being of
man with the being of language.

There is no question that Foucault, in The Order of Things, opposes the being
of language to the being of man.”” There, Foucault notes that at the end of the
Classical Age, language loses its status as the transparent medium between things
and order, as the transparent medium between speaker and hearer. No longer occu-
pying the middle, language, for Foucault, no longer functions transitively. Language
no longer has a destination, an end or relos or eschaton. Then language no longer
folds back over itself into a circle. The being of language in Foucault is “radical
intransitivity.” Through radical intransitivity, language is liberated from its finitude,
allowing it to take on an indefinite potentiality (OT 313/300). It seems that for
Foucault the indefinite potentiality of language (when it is liberated from transitiv-
ity) implies that language is capable of producing events. Thus, we must say that,
despite Deleuze’s so-called “vitalism,” it is language that inspires his reflections on
sense and event in Difference and Repetition and in The Logic of Sense. In fact, in The
Logic of Sense, Deleuze says, “We will not ask therefore what the sense of an event is:
the event is sense itself. The event belongs essentially to language, it isin an essential
relation to language.” Always, however, for Deleuze, the linguistic event (sense
or more generally a work, like an artwork) arises out of an affective encounter, out
of the vision of what is “terrible,” as “the soldier” sees in Stephen Crane’s The Red
Badge of Courage.” This vision of the terrible opens the way to go beyond or over
the being of man.

Going over man brings us to the question of philosophy in the final Deleuze and
Foucault. In Whar is Philosophy?, Deleuze (with Guattari) speaks of shame as one of
the most powerful motives of philosophy (QPh 103/108). This shame is what one
feels when confronted with the suffering of others. And for them, it seems that the
shame in relation to the suffering of others (alluding apparently to Nietzsche, they
call this “the shame at being human”) motivates one to “speak for” (parler pour) oth-
ers. But then Deleuze and Guattari ask: what does it mean to speak for others? They
say that speaking for other is speaking “before” others. They change the preposition
from “pour” to “devant.” One feels shame when one stands “before” (devant) the
victims of the Holocaust (and here of course they are speaking of Heidegger’s politi-
cal “mistake”). But beyond the feeling of shame “before” (devant) the suffering of
others, they say that what is at issue in “speaking for” is becoming (QPh, 105/109).
Here “devant” seems to change its meaning from “before” to “being in advance of.”
In advance of, for example, the animals who are suffering, one must become animal.
In other words, from the shame before, one must take the first step in advance of
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the animals, and become animal. The change in meaning of the “devant” seems to
imply that the ones who are becoming are the avant-garde. But then, Deleuze and
Guattari return to the preposition “pour.” One becomes animal “so that” — “pour
que” — the animals become something else or other. The “pour que” of becoming
puts the animals back in front and reduces we who are becoming to being only
means. We who are becoming non-human, we who are speaking for others and
before others who are suffering and in agony amounts to making, helping, or better,
letting the animals become something else and something other. “Speaking for” tries
to help them change so that they are no longer suffering or in agony. This speaking
so that others become other is really what responsibility would be for Deleuze and
Guattari. And it seems this kind of responsibility would require courage.

The speaking that helps others become other (others to come), then, leads us to
Foucault. In his final courses at the College de France, Foucault, as we mentioned
at the beginning, lectured on the ancient Greek notion of parrésia, translated as
“free-speech,” “fearless speech,” or even “outspokenness” (CF-GSO1, 61/63). In
particular, in The Government of Self and Others I, Foucault stresses that parresia is
not a performative utterance.” Parrésia is always something more than a performa-
tive. As examples of performative utterances, Foucault speaks of “I baptize you”
and “T apologize,” but he could just as well have spoken of “I promise.” In contrast
to performative utterances such as “I promise” — here we see the connection to
Heidegger — “there is,” Foucault says, “parrésia at the moment when the statement
of [the] of truth constitutes an irruptive event opening up an undefined or poorly
defined risk for the subject who speaks.” Involving a non-defined or badly defined,
indeed an unforeseeable, risk for the speaker, this kind of event provides no out-
line of what is coming. It is truly different from promising, and thus it is genuine
becoming. But the undefined risk for the speaker means that the speaker must act
courageously.”” Therefore, if we combine these two ideas, one from the late Deleuze,
one from the late Foucault — that is, respectively, speaking for and parresia — we
can then convert the shame before intolerable suffering into the courage to speak
out. In fact, as we shall see now, it is precisely this combination of ideas that ani-
mated Deleuze and Foucault’s work in “Le Groupe d’Information sur les Prisons”
in 1971-2.

ITI. SPEAKING OUT FOR PRISONERS

In order to verify the interpretation of “speaking for” and its association with
parresia that we just presented, we are going to reconstruct the contours of what
the GIP was, what it did, and what it accomplished. So, firsz, we must ask for what
purpose was the GIP established. While its activities ran over 1971 and 1972, its
roots go back to events in the autumn of 1970.%* In September 1970 and then again
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in January 1971, several imprisoned members of a Maoist inspired movement called
“Gauche prolétarienne” went on a hunger strike in order to be recognized as politi-
cal prisoners (rather than being treated as common criminals.) Daniel Defert, who
was a member of the group charged to prepare the lawsuits for the imprisoned (the
group was called “Organisation des prisonniers politiques” [OPP]), proposed to
Foucault to generate a commission of inquest concerning the prisons. It was “at this
moment,” as Foucault says, that he “concerned himself” with the prisons (DEla,
1072). It seems that Foucault accepted Defert’s proposal because such an inquest
was the logical next step following The History of Madness: from the confinement
of the mad to the imprisonment of common criminals and political dissidents.
However, while Defert seems to have proposed a “commission of inquest” (making
use of a judiciary term), Foucault created an “information group,” hence the name
he gave to the group: “Le groupe d’information sur les prisons.”” As Foucault says
in the “GIP Manifesto,” which he read aloud on 8 February 1971, “Hardly any
information has been published on the prisons. The prisons are one of the hidden
regions of our social system, one of the black boxes of our life. We have the right to
know, we want to know” (DEla, 1043). Foucault’s transformation of the inquest
commission into an information group explains why Deleuze says, much later, after
Foucault had died, in the short interview called “Foucault and Prison,” that “Fou-
cault had been the only one, not to survive the past [Deleuze mentions the past of
May 1968], but to invent something new at all levels.”** According to Deleuze, the
GIP was an entirely new kind of group. Because the GIP was new, starting it was, as
Deleuze says, “like taking a step into darkness” (TRM, 255/273).

What made the GIP entirely new, according to Deleuze, was its “complete inde-
pendence.” It was completely independent because it concerned itself only with the
prisons; it was “localized” (TRM, 257/276-7). It was not based on an ideology, or,
more precisely, it was not based in something like a universal moral value; it was
not a totalizing movement.”" It had nothing to do with a political party or a politi-
cal enterprise. What was at issue for GIP was not a sociological study of prisons; it
was not reformist; it did want to propose an ideal prison (DEla, 1072). What was
at issue for the GIP was “to let those who have an experience of the prison speak,”
“literally to hand over the speaking to the inmates” (DE1a, 1043 and 1072).” The
inmates were to speak “on their own account” (pour leur compte) (DIS, 298/2006),
and “in their own name” (DIS, 293/209). As the GIP “Manifesto” says, “We shall
not find the information [we are secking] in the official reports. We are asking for
information from those who, somehow, have an experience of the prison or a relation
to it” (DEla, 1043). Clearly, here we see that the GIP sought to avoid, as Deleuze
says in “Intellectuals and Power,” “the indignity of speaking for [parler pour] others”
(DIS, 291/208).

In fact, the GIP tried to avoid the indignity of speaking for others by distrib-
uting a questionnaire to the inmates. The GIP was not allowed to distribute the
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questionnaire inside the prisons. So, every Saturday, Foucault tells us in an interview
published in March 1971 (DEla, 1046), he and other members of the GIP went to
the visitor gate of La Santé Prison and distributed the questionnaire to the families
of inmates who were waiting in line. The first Saturday, Foucault says, the families of
the inmates gave the GIP members a cold welcome. The second time, people were
still distrustful. The third time, however, was different. Someone said that “all that
is just talk, it should have been done a long time ago.” Then suddenly, exploding
with anger, a woman starts to tell her entire story: she speaks of the visits, the money
she gives to the inmate she is visiting, the wealthy people who are not in prison, she
speaks of the filth in the prisons. Thus the woman speaks in her own name, on her
own account. And, when she starts to tell her story, it seems that the GIP has suc-
ceeded in letting those who have an experience of the prison speak. The GIP had
given speech over to the inmates. As Deleuze says, “This was not the case before”
(TRM, 259/277).

What was made known by the questionnaire? The questionnaire was com-
posed of eleven sections. The section topics and the questions contained in them
are not surprising. They concerned the conditions of visitations; conditions of the
cells; the food; what sort of exercise; what sort of work; knowledge of rights; the
types of discipline and punishments used in the prisons. However, two questions
seem remarkable. On the one hand, under the category of “Visites,” the question-
naire asks whether its respondent can describe the conditions of visitations, and, in
particular, “those conditions which appear to you to be the most intolerable.” On
the other hand, under the category of “Discipline,” and after asking about solitary
confinement, the questionnaire asks the respondent what is “most intolerable after
being deprived of freedom.” The apparently one extant copy of the GIP question-
naire is, in fact, filled in by an unknown former inmate. In response to the question
of what constitutes the most intolerable conditions of the visits, the former inmate
had written that it is “the ‘screws’ [that is, the police] behind your back who are
trying to see whether you expose family letters. I’s shameful.” The answer to the
second question of what is most intolerable after solitary confinement is: “One is,
all the same, on solid ground [after being freed from solitary confinement]. [But]
one has suffered.” These answers indicate that what the inmates spoke of was shame
and suffering. It is the shame and the suffering in the prisons that was (and is still?)
the intolerable.”® The knowledge of intolerable shame and suffering explains why
Deleuze says that Foucault “was very shocked by the results [of the questionnaire].
We found something much worse [than bad food and poor medical treatment],
notably, the constant humiliation” (TRM, 255/273). The pamphlet that GIP pub-
lished was called “Intolerable.” And Foucault says in an interview that “simply,
I perceive the intolerable” (DE1a, 1073).

We come now to the second question: what did the GIP do? This question itself
contains two others questions that are inseparably connected. What did GIP do
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with the information about intolerable suffering, shame, and humiliation? What
did the inmates and families become as a result of what GIP did? The two ques-
tions are inseparable because, as Foucault reports, the GIP wanted that “there is not
too much difference between those making the inquiry and collecting the infor-
mation and those who are responding to the inquiry and providing information”
(DEla, 1046). In a rare occasion, Foucault then speaks of an “ideal”: “The ideal
for us would be that the families communicate with the prisoners, that the prison-
ers communicate among themselves, that the prisoners communicate with public
opinion. That is, wed like to break apart the ghetto” (DE1a, 1046). All that the GIP
was doing was providing the “means” (moyens), the means to express, the means to
communicate, the means to make the information circulate “from mouth to ear,
from group to group” (DE1a, 1046-7).%* By being simply a “means” to express the
intolerable in its “raw state” (DEla, 1073), the GIP broke apart the ghetto-like
difference, but it also made the intolerable “echo” (DEla, 1045).” In “Foucault
and Prison,” Deleuze will also speak of the “echo” made by the GIP. In fact, he says
that the GIP “amplified” the inmates’ voices, its means made their voices “resound”
(retentissement) (TRM, 261/280). In fact, in this late text, Deleuze says that “the
goal of the GIP was less to make [the inmates] speak than to design a place where
people would be forced to listen to them, a place that was not reduced to a riot
on the prison roof, but would ensure that what they had to say passes through”
(TRM, 259/277). The conclusion we must draw is that in the GIP, the ones doing
the inquiry became “means,” or, as Deleuze would say, “relays” for the voices of the
inmates (DIS, 289/206-7). But then, moving to the side of the ones responding to
the inquiry, we must notice that they too were no longer simply inmates or prison-
ers. In a 1972 text for Le Nouvel Observateur, Deleuze says the inmates themselves
are judging the forms that their collective actions must take within the framework
of the specific prison within which they find themselves (DIS, 285/204). In the
same text, Deleuze recounts that a new kind of public gathering is taking place. It
has nothing to do with “public confession” or with a “traditional town meeting.”
Instead, former prisoners are coming forward and saying what was done to them,
what they saw, physical abuse, reprisals, lack of medical care (DIS, 286/205). In fact,
Deleuze reports that at one such gathering the prison guards tried to shout down
the former inmates. The inmates however silenced the prison guards by describing
the brutality that each one had committed. The inmates used the very sentence
that the prison guards had used to intimidate the inmates: “I recognize him” (DIS,
287/205). Thus, at the least, the inmates became speakers. But they also became
writers by responding to the questionnaire. The importance of writing is seen in
the fourth GIP pamphlet (from late 1972), which published, without correcting
punctuation or spelling (that is, in their “raw state”), letters written from prison by a
certain “H. M.” In the short commentary that he wrote to accompany the publica-
tion of the letters, Deleuze claims that H. M.s letter bear witness to complementary
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or opposed personalities, all of which, however, “are participating in the same ‘effort
to reflect’.” In fact, Deleuze says that H. M.s correspondence “is exemplary because
its heartfelt reflections express what a prisoner is exactly thinking” (DIS 341/244).
Thus we must conclude that the amplification of the inmates’ voices was done so
that they became thinkers.

We come then to the third question: what then happened? As Deleuze says in
“Foucault and Prison,” the GIP was a “thought-experiment” but like all experi-
ments it had mixed results (TRM, 255/273). On the side of the ones responding
to the questionnaire, there were risks. Accompanying the uprisings that continued
over the two year period, there was a rash of suicides in the prisons as a kind of last
ditch protest. In fact, H. M. committed suicide and the fourth GIP pamphlet was
devoted to suicides in the prisons. On the side of the ones collecting the informa-
tion, the GIP side, there were risks too. In a 1971 interview Foucault speculated
that the authorities might react to the GIP’s actions by throwing all of its members
in jail (DE1a, 1073). Most importantly, however, soon after the GIP was disbanded
in 1972, the prison authorities clamped down on the prisons again. As Deleuze
reports in “Foucault and Prison,” Foucault came to believe that the GIP had been
a failure (TRM, 261/279). Foucault had the impression that the GIP had served
no purpose. “It was not repression,” Foucault says in Deleuze’s words, “but worse:
it was as if someone speaks but nothing was said” (TRM, 258/277). Yet, Deleuze
insists that the GIP had been a success in a different way. Although it did not suc-
ceed in bringing about long-lasting concrete changes in the French prisons, the
GIP did produce “new conditions for statements.” It was successful, according to
Deleuze, insofar as it made possible “a type of statement about the prison that is
regularly made by the inmates and the non-inmates, a type of statement that had
been unimaginable before” (TRM, 261/280). In other words, we could say that the
GIP’s success appeared not in the prisons themselves, but in the statements, con-
cepts, and books it made possible. For instance, the former inmate Serge Livrozet
wrote a book called De la prison & la revolte, for which Foucault wrote a preface
(DEa, 1262-7, also TRM, 258/276~7). While the GIP documents constantly state
that they are not trying to raise the inmates’ consciousness (pas de prise de conscience)
(DEal, 1044), and, while Foucault constantly says that the GIP is not providing the
inmates with knowledge (DEal, 1289), the GIP in fact gave the inmates and their
families a new way of relating to themselves. The GIP not only was a relay for the
inmates’ voices, but also it was a relay for thinking.

We are now in a position to be able to summarize the three stages that we have
just outlined. First, because the GIP was a localized and therefore non-totalizing
movement, because it was specific to the prisons, it was freed from anything like
a universal moral value or a general concept. As always, Deleuze and Foucault’s
thinking is opposed to generalities and universals. GIP was no different. The GIP
was non-representational. It was merely an information group. Second, when the
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inmates and their families started to speak, their voices emerged not a represen-
tation of some abstract idea. Their voices emerged — the voices became audible
and the inmates and their families became visible — as an event, as a singularity.”®
Their voices emerged as an event from the “darkness” of the background (un fond),
from the depth (/a profondeur), of the prisons. Their emergence was not grounded
on the foundation of a principle (pas de fondement). They spoke not for another,
but on their own account, or, to capture the French expression, they “spoke for
their own account” (parlent pour leurs comptes). What did they say? They spoke
of intolerable suffering and shame. Third, when the inmates and their families
spoke of their intolerable suffering, the GIP also spoke and spoke out. However,
since the voices of the inmates did not represent a type, because the GIP did not
represent a universal, the GIP’s speech did not represent the inmates. Even though
the GIP gave, as they themselves said, to the inmates the “means to express them-
selves,” the GIP did not mediate. Instead, as we saw, they “amplified” or made
“resound” the inmates’ voices. The GIP reacted to the intolerable by making or
letting the inmates” voices “echo.” In other words, when the GIP re-sounded the
inmates’ voices, it produced a foundationless repetition, a recommencement of a
commencement. Amplifying the audibility and visibility of the inmates and their
families, we find ourselves “before” (devant) them. In other words, through its
means, the GIP opened a space in which we are forced to listen to the agony of oth-
ers, in which we feel shame at being human, and then we find ourselves in a space
in which we are forced to become intolerant of the intolerable. What is at issue is
not representation, but becoming. Not only did the GIP communicate knowledge,
it also communicated the feeling of intolerance. And, the echoing — “speaking
out” (parresia) — required courage since it involved risks: the members of the GIP
might find themselves imprisoned. But, as we saw thanks to Deleuze’s “Foucault
and Prison,” Foucault thought that the GIP was a failure. The inmates spoke, the
echo resounded, but it was like no one had said anything, it was as if no one had
listened. Nevertheless, caused by “the moment” of the 19701 hunger strikes, by
“the moment” when Defert asked Foucault to establish the group, the “effectua-
tion,” as Deleuze would say, left behind a “counter-effectuation.” It left behind, as
a kind of remainder, works. It left behind the book called Discipline and Punish; it
left behind the concept called “power.””’

IV. ConcLusiON: PHILOSOPHY’S ACTIVITY AS SPEAKING OuT FOR OTHERS

While Foucault gave us a new concept of power, it was Heidegger who led thought
for the first time to originary finitude, and therefore he led us to what most opposes
power: the experience of powerlessness. In “What is Metaphysics,” Heidegger says
that the feeling of anxiety places us “in utter impotence.”® Nevertheless, he did
not free repetition from the being of we who are finite, as if the repetitions out into
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the future — what Heidegger called “transcendence” — would return us to what we
originally or properly were. Heidegger thereby restricted the potencies of repeti-
tion to the same. Yet, if it is the case that there is no proper being of us, if in other
words the self-relation is open to endless reconfigurations (due to the experience of
time being endless™), then repetition becomes, not transcendence, but the intran-
sitive, or, as we said above, repetition becomes creative. The difference between
transcendence and intransitivity leads us to compose several highly determinate for-
mulas concerning the idea of return, formulas through which we can distinguish
Heidegger’s thought from that of Foucault and Deleuze. First, we must think of
return not as a memory of the origin, and not even as the forgetfulness of the origin,
but as “counter-memory,” as what effectuates itself against what is remembered,
making a difference.®® Second, we must think of return not as a promise fulfilled,
but as amplification, as a kind of “refrain” that endlessly varies itself.”! And, finally,
we must think of return not as a return to being, but as the becoming of the beings.
This formula of beings (including the beings called “man”) becoming brings us to
one more: we must define philosophy not by the feeling of anxiety before the noth-
ing of one’s own death which demands of you to become what you properly are —
but by the feeling of shame before the intolerable suffering of others which demands
of you to become other than how you find yourself. This difference between the
feeling of anxiety and shame explains why Heidegger, unlike Foucault and Deleuze,
never felt the need to speak out for prisoners. Even though he wrote about power,
Heidegger never spoke out for the powerless. Thus he never spoke frankly, he never
spoke out as a means so that the powerless would become other than what they are.
Such outspokenness of course would have required courage. Although, as Deleuze
claims (QPh, 104/108), Heidegger may have introduced shame into philosophy —
he made philosophy compromise with the intolerable — he did not convert shame
into courage. And even if this courageous speaking out for the powerless were to
be a failure, even if no one were to listen, these utterances, these statements, these
works, would still remain. They would remain as a call for a people to come and a
land to come; they would call forth a world that is other and a life that is other.** In
other words, the conversion of shame into courage is the primary genetic condition
for philosophy. Only through this conversion to activity is philosophy able to have
a reality and a use. Only through this conversion is philosophy able to call us to go
beyond or over our existence as human all too human.

NOTES

1. Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari: Qu'est-ce que la philosophie? (Paris: Editions de Minuit,
1991); translated into English by Hugh Tomlinson and Graham Burchell as Whar is
Philosophy? (New York: Columbia University Press, 1994). Hereafter cited with the
abbreviation QPh, with reference first to the French, then to the English translation.
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2. Michel Foucault, Le gouvernement de soi et des autres. Cours au Collége de France.
1982-1983 (Paris: Hautes Ftudes Gallimard Seuil, 2008); English translation by
Graham Burchell as 7he Government of Self and Others. Lectures at the Collége de France,
1982-1983 (London: Palgrave MacMillan, 2010). Hereafter cited with the abbrevi-
ation CF-GSO1, with reference first to the French, then to the English translation.
Michel Foucault, Le courage de la vérité. Le gouvernment de soi et des autres Il. Cours au
College de France. 1984 (Paris: Hautes Etudes Gallimard Seuil, 2009); English transla-
tion by Graham Burchell as The Courage of Truth. The Government of Self and Others
II. Lectures at the College de France, 1983—1984 (London: Palgrave MacMillan, 2011).
Hereafter cited with the abbreviation CF-GSO2, with reference first to the French, then
to the English translation.

3. Ata more general level, there seems to be three similarities between the way in which
Deleuze conceives philosophy at the end of life and the way Foucault conceives phi-
losophy at the end of his life. In his final courses at the College de France, Foucault
seems to isolate three components of philosophy, as he understands it based on the
study of ancient philosophy (that is, Plato, but especially the Stoics and the Cynics).
First, philosophy is a way of living based in an ascesis or test. Second, philosophy
has a linguistic aspect, which consists in frank-speaking or speaking out (parresia).
And finally, philosophy has a complicated relation to political institutions: from a
“necessary exteriority” it stands “over and against [en face de]” politics and speaks the
truth (veridiction) (CF-GSO1, 264/286). (“Necessary exteriority” is an expression of
the Cynical, anti-Platonic relation of philosophy and politics. The cynic Diogenes
is not the philosopher-king. Instead, in relation to Alexander the Great, Diogenes
calls himself a “dog.” But even when Foucault discusses Plato’s philosopher-king, he
insists on a certain non-coincidence of philosophy and politics.) Similarly, for Deleuze,
philosophy involves a conceptual persona who presents a way of life; the persona in
particular presents the “pedagogy of the concept.” Second, as we can see already (and
this is what is best known about What is Philosophy?), philosophy involves a linguistic
aspect, which is the creation of the concept. And finally, for Deleuze, philosophy has a
complicated relation to political institutions: from a “utopia” or more precisely a non-
place, it “takes the critique of its own time to its highest point” (QPh 95/99). For both
Deleuze and Foucault, this critique from “the outside” is done, as Foucault would say,
in the name of a life that is other and a world that is other, and, as Deleuze would say,
in the name of a people to come and a land to come (QPh 105/109).

4. Michel Foucault, “Theatrum philosophicum,” in Dits et écrits I, 1954—1975 (Paris:
Quarto Gallimard, 2001), 965 and 963; English translation by Donald F. Bouchard
and Sherry Simon as “Theatrum Philosophicum,” in Michel Foucault, Essential Works
of Foucault, 1954—1984 (Series Editor Paul Rabinow), Volume 2: Aesthetics, Method, and
Epistemology, ed. James D. Faubion (New York: The New Press, 1998), 366 and 364,
translation modified.

5. Itis well known that in his final interview, Foucault says, “For me, Heidegger has always
been the essential philosopher. My whole philosophical development was determined by
my reading of Heidegger.” Less well known — but we think equally important — is that
fact that, when Deleuze in What is Philosophy?, speaks of “speaking for” (parler pour) the
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11.

illiterate, the aphasic, and the acephalous, this discussion, which is in effect the climax
of Part I, occurs in the context of Deleuze describing how Heidegger brought shame
into philosophy (QPh 104-5/108-9). See Michel Foucault, “Le retour de la morale,”
in Dits et écrits, IV, 1980—1988 (Paris: NRF Gallimard, 1994), 703; English translation
by Thomas Levin and Isabelle Lorenz as “The Return of Morality,” in Michel Foucault.
Politics, Philosophy, Culture: Interview and other Writings, 1977-1984, ed. Lawrence
D. Kritzman (New York: Routledge, 1988), 250, translation modified. For Foucault’s
carly studies, see Didier Eribon, Michel Foucault, trans. Betsy Wing (Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 1991), 30-1; David Macey, The Lives of Michel Foucault
(New York: Vintage, 1993), 34. The quotation with which I began is often cited. See
Alan Milchman and Alan Rosenberg (eds.), Foucault and Heidegger: Critical Encounters
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2003). Béatrice Han’s essay in this vol-
ume is particularly interesting. Béatrice Han, “Foucault and Heidegger on Kant and
Finitude,” in Milchman and Rosenberg, Foucault and Heidegger, 127-62. See also
Jean Zoungrana, Michel Foucault. Un parcours croisé: Lévi-Strauss, Heidegger (Paris:
L'Harmattan, 1998). The section of our essay on Deleuze and Foucault’s relation to
Heidegger is based on Janae Sholtz and Leonard Lawlor, “Heidegger and Deleuze,”
in The Bloomsbury Companion to Heidegger, ed. Franvois Raffoul and Eric Nelson
(London: Bloomsbury Academic, 2013), 417-24; and Leonard Lawlor, “Heidegger
and Foucault,” also in The Bloomsbury Companion to Heidegger, 409-16.

Gilles Deleuze, “Les intellectuels et le pouvoir,” in L7le déserte et autres textes. Textes
et entretiens 1953—1974 (Paris: Minuit, 2002), 29; English translation by Michael
Taormina as “Intellectuals and Power,” in Desert Islands and other Texts 1953—1974
(New York: Semiotext(e), 2004), 208 (translation modified). Hereafter Desert Islands
will be cited with the abbreviation DIS, with reference first to the French, then to the
English translation.

In Nietzsche and Philosophy, Deleuze says that the Nietzschean overman is defined by a
different way of sensing: “The aim of critique is not the ends of man or of reason but
finally the Overman, the overcome, overtaken man. The point of critique is not justifi-
cation, but to feel otherwise [de sentir autrement]: another sensibility. See Gilles Deleuze,
Nietzsche et la philosophie (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1962), 108; English
translation by Hugh Tomlinson as Nietzsche and Philosophy (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1983), 94.

Gilles Deleuze, Différence et répétition (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1968);
English translation by Paul Patton as Difference and Repetition (New York: Columbia
University Press, 1994). Hereafter cited with the abbreviation DR, with reference first
to the French, then to the English translation.

>«

Deleuze cites Heidegger’s “Overcoming Metaphysics,” in The End of Philosophy.

. See also The Fold where Deleuze late in his career (1988) takes up again Heidegger’s

language of the Zwiefalt (TF 42/30).

Deleuze cites again “Overcoming Metaphysics.” But here in the fourth point, he also
cites Jean Beaufret’s Introduction to Poéme de Parmenide (Paris: Presses Universitaires de
France, 1955), and Beda Alleman, Hilderlin et Heidegger (Paris: Presses Universitaires
de France, 1954).
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

By focusing on the same (gathering), Deleuze’s criticism of Heidegger is virtually
identical to that of Foucault and that of Derrida. See Michel Foucault, Les mots et les
choses (Paris: Tel Gallimard, 1966), 345; anonymous English translation as 7he Order
of Things (New York: Vintage, 1970), 334. See Jacques Derrida, Mémoires pour Paul de
Man (Paris: Galilée, 1988), 136; English translation by Cecile Lindsay, Jonathan Culler
and Eduardo Cadava as Memoires for Paul de Man (New York: Columbia University
Press, 1986), 141-2.

Here Deleuze cites Heidegger’s interpretation of Nietzsche in What is Called Thinking?
Deleuze, Nietzsche et la philosophie, 211n1; Nietzsche and Philosophy, 220n31.

In Difference and Repetition, Deleuze calls what we are calling a “creative repetition” a
“clothed” or disguised” repetition. See DR 114/84. Undoubtedly, with this description of
recommencement (creative repetition), Deleuze seems to be very close to Heidegger’s own
reflections on the artwork, on the Abgrund (the foundationless), on the Ereignis (the event
of propriation), and on another beginning. Indeed, the French word “recommencement”
could be rendered in English as “another beginning.”

Here is the occurrence: “This is why modern thought is devoted, from top to bottom,
to its great preoccupation with return, to its concern with recommencement, to that
strange, stationary disquietude which forces upon it the duty of repeating repetition.
Thus from Hegel to Marx and Spengler we find the developing theme of a thought
which, through the movement in which it accomplishes itself . . ., curves over upon
itself. . . [and] achieves its circle. In opposition to this return . . ., we find the experience
of Holderlin, Nietzsche, and Heidegger, in which the return is given only in the extreme
retreat of the origin.” Foucault, Les mots et les choses, 345; English translation by A. M.
Sheridan Smith as 7he Order of Things (New York: Vintage, 1970), 334. Hereafter cited
with the abbreviation OT, with reference first to the French, then to the English transla-
tion. I have frequently modified the English translation.

In relation to the finite conditions of knowledge, we can say, using Kantian terminology,
that man has no “intellectual intuition.”

Foucault calls this “originless origin” the “rip” from which, itself having no chronology
or history, time has issued forth (OT 343/332). “Rip” renders “déchirure,” which prob-
ably is intended to render Heidegger’s idea of a “Riss.”

“Retrieval” renders “répétition” in French, “Wiederholung,” in German. “Wiederholung”
is a fundamental feature of Heidegger’s thinking at the time of Being and Time. See GA
2, 2/BW, 1 and GA 2, 385/BW, 367. It organizes as well Heidegger's 1929 Kant and the
Problem of Metaphysics. See GA 3, 204/KPM, 143.

In “Ariane s'est pendue,” Foucault says that “[To think intensity] is to reject finally
the great figure of the Same, which, from Plato to Heidegger, has not stopped locking
Western metaphysics into its circle” (my translation). But here too, Foucault pro-
vides no explanation. See Michel Foucault, “Ariane sest pendue,” in Dits et écrits 1,
1954-1975,798.

This obvious conception of promise involves the idea of balance or justice, as if it
were possible to fulfill the promise, balance it out, and do justice to it. Yet, per-
haps it is possible to conceive promising on the basis of a fundamental disjunction,
disjointure, or injustice. This unbalanced concept of the promise seems to be the
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23.

24.

25.
26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

concept Derrida developed in his Specters of Marx (trans. Peggy Kamuf (New York:
Routledge, 1995), 24). See also my earlier analysis of the promise in Derrida in
Leonard Lawlor, Derrida and Husserl (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2002),
219, in particular.

See Francois Ewald, “Foucault and the Contemporary Scene,” Philosophy and Social
Criticism 25:3, 81-91, especially 83: “If there is an ethical line in Foucault — and
there is one — it is fundamentally tied to the idea that one must combat this danger of
repetition.”

David Webb has made an important contribution to our understanding of Foucault’s
archaeology (although it could be argued that he over-emphasizes the mathematical and
formal in Foucault and does not take account of Foucault’s comments on literature).
David Webb, Foucaults Archaeology: Science and Transformation (Edinburgh: Edinburgh
University Press, 2013).

Gilles Deleuze, Logique du sens (Paris: Minuit, 1969), 34; English translation by Mark
Lester with Charles Stivale, ed. Constantin Boundas as 7he Logic of Sense (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1990), 22.

Deleuze, Logique du sens, 123; The Logic of Sense, 101.

This distinction between parrésia and the speech act repeats and modifies the distinc-
tion between the statement (/énoncé) and the speech act Foucault had made more than
ten years earlier. See Michel Foucault, Larchéologie du savoir (Paris: NRF Gallimard,
1969), 105-15, and 121-6; English translation by A. M. Sheridan Smith as 7he Archae-
ology of Knowledge (New York: Pantheon, 1971), 79-87, and 92-6. The second set of
pages concern the position of the subject of the statement.

Foucault is aware that parrésia might fail. In particular, the history of the concept of
frank-speech indicates that it is frequently confused with flattery, the “dangerous double”
of parresia (CF-GSO1, 280/304).

See Macey, The Lives of Michel Foucault, 257-89; Eribon, Michel Foucault, 224-37;
and James Miller, The Passion of Michel Foucault (New York: Anchor Books, 1993),
165-207.

See Michel Foucault, “Manifest du G.I.P,” document 86, in Dits et écrits 1, 1954—1975
(Paris: Quarto Gallimard, 2001), 1042. Hereafter cited as DEla; all English transla-
tions are my own. The small summary I just presented is based on the introduction to
document 86. For a more detailed and important narrative of the entire GIP move-
ment, see Phillippe Arti¢res, Laurent Quéro and Michelle Zancarini-Fournel, Le groupe
d'information sur les prisons. Archives d’une lutte, 1970—1972 (Paris: IMEC, 2003), espe-
cially Part 1, and pp. 34-6.

Gilles Deleuze, “Foucault et les prisons,” in Deux régimes de fous (Paris: Minuit, 2003),
254-5; English translation by Ames Hodges and Michael Taormina as “Foucault and
Prison,” in Two Regimes of Madness (New York: Semiotext(e), 2006), 272, translation
modified. Hereafter 7o Regimes of Madness will be cited with the abbreviation TRM,
with reference first to the French, then to the English translation.

Not based in a universal truth — Foucault of course, like Heidegger, is interested only in
the genesis of truth — the GIP leads Foucault to redefine the role of the intellectual. As
is well known, Foucault says in “Intellectuals and Power” that “The role of intellectual
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32.

33.

34.

35.

30.

37.

38.
39.

40.

is no longer to situate himself ‘slightly ahead” or ‘slightly to one side’ [of the oppressed]
so he may speak the silent truth of each and all” (DIS, 290/207).

The French is: “Il s'agit de laisser la parole 4 ceux qui ont une expérience de la prison.” See
also “Intolerable 1,” in Artieres, Quéro, and Zancarini-Fournel, Le groupe d'information
sur les prisons, 80: “The GIP (Prison Information Group) is not aiming to speak for the
inmates of the different prisons. On the contrary, it aims to give to the inmates themselves
the possibility of speaking, and to say what happens in the prisons. The purpose of the
GIP is not reformist. We are not dreaming of the ideal prison. We wish that the prisoners
say what is intolerable in the system of penal repression.”

The first GIP bulletin, which collected some of the results of the questionnaire, also
tells us that one inmate found that what was most intolerable about the visits was
the distance established by the double bars in the meeting room, which forbids any
intimacy. Another inmate said that what was most intolerable was not being able to
kiss the kids.

Foucault uses the word “moyens” constantly in the interviews and statements concern-
ing the GIP. And, even after the GIP had dissolved, Foucault still spoke of “moyen.” See
document 123, “Lintellectuel sert & rassembler les idées mais son savoir est partiel par
rapport au savoir ouvrier,” in DEla, 1289-91, in particular, 1289.

Beside the audible image of the echo, Foucault also uses the image of “a genuine brush
fire” (un véritable feu de bruyére) (DEla, 1045).

For the “optics” of the GIB, see Michael Welch, “Counterveillance: How Foucault and the
Groupe d’information sur les prisons Reversed the Optics,” in Theoretical Criminology,
15:3 (2011), 301-13.

Michel Foucault, Surveiller et punir (Paris: Tel Gallimard, 1975), 227; English transla-
tion by Alan Sheridan as Discipline and Punish (New York: Vintage, 1995), 194. Here
Foucault says, “We must cease once and for all to describe the effects of power in neg-
ative terms: it ‘excludes,” it ‘represses,’ it ‘pushes down,” it ‘censors,” it ‘abstracts,” it
‘masks,” it ‘conceals.” In fact, power produces; it produces reality; it produces domains
of objects and rituals of truth. The individual and knowledge that is to be gained of him
belong to this production.”

(GA 9: 113/PM: 90).

That time is endless is really what Nietzsche’s eternal return doctrine means. It is really
what Foucault is trying to show in Chapter 9 of The Order of Things and what Deleuze is
trying to show in both Difference and Repetition and The Logic of Sense. The claim about
time being endless is developed in more detail in Leonard Lawlor, “What Happened?
What is going to Happen? An Essay on the Experience of the Event,” in The Ends of
History: Questioning the Stakes of History Reason, ed. Amy Swiffen and Joshua Nicols
(London: Routledge, 2013), 179-95.

Foucault introduces the notion of counter-memory in his 1971 “Nietzsche, Genealogy,
History.” See DE1la, document 84, 1004-24, in particular, 1021; English translation
found in Michael Foucault, Aesthetics, Method, and Epistemology. Essential Works of
Foucault, 1954—1984, ed. James D. Faubion (New York: The New Press, 1998), 369-91,

in particular, 385.
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Deleuze and Guattari introduce the notion of the refrain (the ritornello) in their 1980 A
Thousand Plateaus. See Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari, Mille plateaux (Paris: Minuit,
1980), 381-433; English translation by Brian Massumi as A Thousand Plateaus
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1987), 310-50. See also QPh, 26/21,
where they speak of the concept as a “refrain” (ritournelle).

In a famous article, Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak criticizes Deleuze and Foucault’s
discussion in “Intellectuals and Power.” See Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak, “Can the
Subaltern Speak?,” in Colonial Discourse and Post-Colonial Theory: A Reader, ed. Patrick
Williams and Laura Chrisman (New York: Columbia University Press, 1994), 66-111.
Spivak claims that Deleuze and Foucault do not recognize how representation works,
its “double session” (p. 74). That is, following Derrida, she sees that representation
contains an ambiguity between speaking for and presenting as in an artwork (p. 70).
So, even if Deleuze and Foucault are trying to allow the inmates to speak on their own
account, they cannot because “the subaltern” is always caught in (contaminated by) the
ambiguity of representation, and therefore reduced ideologically. As she says at the end
of her essay, “the subaltern cannot speak” (p. 104). Yet, if one looks at the GIP docu-
ments (in addition to “Intellectuals and Power”), it is clear that Foucault and Deleuze
have tried in a very specific way to allow the inmates to speak on their own account.
In particular, as we have tried to show, Foucault made the GIP be independent of any
political party and therefore any ideology. In this way, he tried to free the inmates
from general concepts that would reduce them. They could appear as a singularity,
as an event. More importantly, both Deleuze and Foucault were aware of the risks
involved in the GIP’s practice of allowing the inmates to speak on their own account.
There is no guarantee of success, and that lack of guarantee seems to be what Spivak
is really asking for. But as a good Derridean, she should know that the enemy is good
conscience. Insofar as success (complete liberation from ideology) is impossible, one is
required to try to do more. Deleuze in particular is aware that what made GIP a true
event is its counter-effectuation in works such as concepts and artworks. The work
remains even if no one listened at its inception. Therefore our shame at being human
remains too, and just as in Derrida, in Deleuze one is required to do more.
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CHAPTER 9

Deleuze and Foucault: Political Activism,
History and Actuality

PauL PaTTON

This chapter sketches an account of the relationship between Deleuze and
Foucault that seeks to delve beneath the superficial view that they were fellow
travelers in philosophy as in politics. It is inspired by the view that the more
closely one looks at their work the more one sees differences between them.
Before turning to some of their differences, I note some of the essential facts
about their relationship.’

Deleuze and Foucault first met in 1952 although they did not become friends
until a decade later, following a failed attempt by Foucault to have Deleuze
appointed at the University of Clermont-Ferrand (Dosse 2010: 365). In 1963
Deleuze reviewed Foucault’s Raymond Roussel (Deleuze 2004, 72-3). In 1966 he
reviewed Les Mots et les choses, describing it as “a great book, brimming with new
thoughts” (Deleuze 2004, 90-3). During the 1970s he published similarly cele-
bratory reviews of The Archaeology of Knowledge (Foucault 1969, 1972; Deleuze
1970) and Discipline and Punish (Foucault 1975, 1977a; Deleuze 1975). These
last two reviews reappeared in revised form as chapters in the book published after
Foucault’s death (Deleuze 1986, 1988).

During the 1960s they shared interests in the work of Nietzsche and Pierre
Klossowski. Foucault published an essay on Klossowski in 1964 while Deleuze’s
“Klossowski or Bodies-Language” appeared in the journal Critique the following
year before reappearing as an appendix to Logique du sensin 1969 (Foucault 1998,
123-35; Deleuze 1969, 1990). In 1966 Foucault and Deleuze became editors
of the French edition of Colli-Montinari’s Complete Works of E Nietzsche. Their
co-authored “General Introduction,” published in 1967 expressed the hope that
this edition would bring about a “return to Nietzsche” (Foucault 1994, Volume
1, 564). Deleuze’s Nietzsche and Philosophy left a lasting impression on Foucault
(Macey 1993, 109; Deleuze 1962, 1983). In his presentation at a conference
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organized by Deleuze at Royaumont Abbey in 1964, Foucault referred to Deleuze’s
analysis of the play of reactive forces (Foucault 1998, 277). He later referred to
the importance of Deleuze’s analysis for his own thinking about power and, in
an interview published in 1983, referred again to Deleuze’s ‘superb book about
Nietzsche’ and to his role in the French rediscovery of Nietzsche during the 1960s
(Foucault 1998, 438, 445). Deleuze’s concept of a transcendental field of force
relations forms the basis of Foucault’s analysis of power in The History of Sexuality,
Volume 1 where he suggests that power must be understood “in the first instance
as a multiplicity of force relations immanent in the sphere in which they operate,”
and as the processes by which these force relations are transformed, support or
contradict one another, and as the strategies in which they take effect (Foucault
1978, 92-3). As such, power’s condition of possibility “is the moving substrate of
force relations which, by virtue of their inequality, constantly engender states of
power” (Foucault 1978, 93). It follows that the power of a body resides not “in a
certain strength we are endowed with” but in the fluctuating field of relations to
other bodies. The power even of a single body is dispersed in such a manner that
“power is everywhere, not because it embraces everything, but because it comes
from everywhere” (Foucault 1978, 93).

In 1969, Foucault published a short review of Différence et répétition followed
by a much longer article in 1970 on this book and its companion Logique du sens
(Foucault 1994, Volume 1, 767-71; Foucault 1998, 343—68). The longer article
begins with the much quoted remark that “perhaps one day, this century will
be known as Deleuzian” (Foucault 1998, 343). Less frequently noted is the first
part of this sentence in which Foucault places Deleuze’s work in “enigmatic reso-
nance” with that of Klossowki. Foucault’s reading of Deleuze’s books is framed
by themes shared with Klossowski such as the overturning of Platonism and the
revaluation of simulacra. At the same time, he points to the overriding concern
of both books with the nature of thought. He notes that Deleuze’s search for a
new image and a new practice of thought requires abandoning the subordina-
tion of both difference and repetition to figures of the same in favor of a thought
without contradiction, without dialectics and without negation. It requires a
form of thought that embraces divergence and multiplicity: “the nomadic and
dispersed multiplicity that is not limited or confined by the constraints of the
same” (Foucault 1998, 358). It requires an acategorical thought and a univocal
conception of being that revolves around the different rather than the same,
following Deleuze’s interpretation of Nietzsche’s eternal recurrence. Whereas for
Nietzsche’s Zarathustra the thought of eternal recurrence remained intolerable,
Foucault suggests that this thought, understood as the recurrence of difference,
was enacted in Deleuze’s texts. As a consequence of the “lightning storm” that
bears the name of Deleuze, he writes, “new thought is possible; thought is again
possible” (Foucault 1998, 367).
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POLITICAL ACTIVISM

Deleuze and Foucault were deeply affected by the upheavals of May 1968, although
neither was directly involved. In 1969, Foucault was responsible for Deleuze’s
appointment to the Philosophy Department at the newly established University
of Paris VIII at Vincennes and they collaborated on a number of political activities
throughout the early 1970s. These included the Prisoner’s Information Group estab-
lished by Foucault, and others, at the beginning of 1971 with the aim of publicizing
the voices of those with direct experience of prisons, along with other campaigns
such as the anti-racism movement inspired by the shooting of a young Algerian
in the Paris neighbourhood known as the Gouste d’Or (Foucault 1994, Volume 2,
174-82; Defert and Donzelot 1976; Dosse 2010, 309-13). Deleuze participated in
Foucault’s seminar at the College de France in 1971-2 devoted to the case of Pierre
Riviere. Both contributed to several issues of the journal Recherches, published by
Guattari’s Centre détudes, de recherches et de formation institutionelles (CERFI),
including the infamous issue on homosexuality entitled 7rois milliards de pervers
(Guattari 1973).

The high point of their common political and theoretical engagement was
undoubtedly the ‘Intellectuals and Power’ interview, conducted in March 1972
and published later that year in the issue of LArc devoted to Deleuze (Foucault
1977b, 205-17; Deleuze 2004, 206—13; Patton 2010a). They reject the Marxist
idea that there is a single “totalising” relation between theory and practice in favor of
a plurality of such relations. On their view, theory is neither the expression nor the
translation of a practice while practice is neither the application of theory nor the
inspiration of theory to come. Rather, theory is itself a local practice that operates as
a relay from one practice to another, while practice forms a relay from one theoreti-
cal point to the next. Foucault suggests that it was one of the lessons of the upsurge
of political action in France at the end of the 1960s that the masses have no need
of enlightened consciousness produced by intellectuals in order to understand their
situation. The problem is rather that their own forms of knowledge are blocked or
invalidated. The role of the intellectual therefore consists of working within and
against the order of discourse within which forms of knowledge appear or fail to
appear. More generally, it consists of struggling against the forms of power of which
he or she is both the object and the instrument.

Foucault considered existing theories of the state and state apparatuses, along
with the theory of class power, associated with Marxism to be inadequate for under-
standing the nature of power and the forms of its exercise. He credited Deleuze’s
Nietzsche and Philosophy as well as his work with Guattari with advancing the man-
ner in which this problem is posed (Foucault 1997b, 213; Deleuze 2004, 2011).
He implicitly referred to his earlier comments about working within the order
of discourse and knowledge in suggesting that identifying and speaking publicly
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about the centers of power within society is already a first step in turning power
back on itself: “If the discourse of inmates or prison doctors constitutes a form of
struggle, it is because they confiscate at least temporarily the power to speak on
prison conditions — at present, the exclusive property of prison administrators and
their cronies in reform groups” (Foucault 1977b, 214; Deleuze 2004, 211). Much
of Foucault’s work during the 1970s sought to develop new conceptual tools for
understanding power and its relation to knowledge or theory. The opening lec-
tures of his 1976 course at the College de France take up the question implicitly
posed by his 1972 remarks about the relative lack of understanding of the nature
of power and set out a series of heuristic principles designed to reorient the study
of power away from the juridical, political and ideological apparatuses of the state
and toward the material operations of domination and subjectification throughout
society (Foucault 2003, 27-34). His 1982 essay, “The Subject and Power,” which
is in many ways a definitive statement of his considered views on the nature of
power, offers much the same analysis of the totalization of micro-powers by a
dominant or ruling power that he gave in the interview with Deleuze a decade
earlier (Foucault 2000, 326—48).

While many of the points made in Deleuze and Foucault’s 1972 interview rever-
berated throughout their publications in the years that followed, there were also
signs of their future divergence. At one point, for example, Deleuze endorses and
attributes to Foucault the idea that theory is “by nature opposed to power,” even
though Foucault has just suggested that theory always takes place within an order of
discourse and knowledge that is governed by forms of power (Foucault 1977b, 208;
Deleuze 2004, 208). Deleuze appears to understand “theory” to mean something
like the conception of philosophy as the creation of concepts that he later described
as “in itself” calling for “a new earth and a people that do not yet exist” (Deleuze
and Guattari 1994, 108). Deleuze’s understanding of power appears to rely on the
repressive conception of power that Foucault soon came to challenge: he refers
to the radical fragility of the system of power and its “global force of repression”
(Foucault 1977b, 209; Deleuze 2004, 2008; rranslations modified). The publi-
cation of Foucaults History of Sexuality, Volume 1, which strongly criticized the
repressive conception of power, marked the beginning of an increasing distance
between them (Foucault 1976, 1978). A letter that Deleuze wrote to him in 1977,
subsequently published as “Desire and Pleasure,” set out a series of questions that
reflected differences between Foucault’s account of the formation of the West-
ern apparatus of sexuality and Deleuze and Guattari’s conception of assemblages
of desire and power (Davidson 1997, 183-92; Deleuze 2007, 122-34). Some of
these points bearing on the relation of desire to power and the primacy of move-
ments of deterritorialization or lines of flight in any given assemblage were restated
several years later in a footnote in A Thousand Plateaus (Deleuze and Guattari

1987, 530-1).
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In response to questions from James Miller some years later Deleuze insisted
that there was no single cause of their drifting apart, but a number of contributing
factors: “The only important thing is that for a long time I had followed [Foucault]
politically; and at a certain moment, I no longer totally shared his evaluation of
many issues” (Miller 1993, 298). The issues on which their evaluations around this
time diverged sharply included Isracl-Palestine, the so-called “new philosophers”
and the Croissant affair (Dosse 2010, 314). André Glucksmann’s La Cuisiniére et
le mangeur d’hommes and Bernard-Henry Levy’s La barbarie a visage humaine com-
bined Foucaultian theses about the “Great confinement” with claims derived from
Solzhenitsyn and other dissidents about Soviet totalitarianism (Glucksmann 1975;
Levy 1977). In 1977 Foucault published a three-page review of Glucksmann’s Les
Maitres penseursin Le Novel Observateur that praised the book for tracing the origins
of the Soviet Gulag to the manner in which nineteenth-century German philoso-
phy linked the state and the revolution (Foucault 1994, Volume 3, 277-81). One
month later, Deleuze published a denunciation of the “new philosophers” in which
he expressed his disgust at their martyrology of the victims of the Gulag and accused
them of trafficking in large empty concepts such as The Law, The Power, The
Master and so on (Deleuze 2007, 139-47).

The Croissant affair involved one of the defense lawyers for the German Red
Army Faction who, after having been charged with supporting a criminal organiza-
tion and jailed on more than one occasion, fled to France in the summer of 1977
and applied for political asylum. After his arrest by French authorities in September
1977, Foucault, Deleuze and Guattari were among those who joined a Committee
established to oppose his extradition and agitate for his release from prison. Their
activities were to no avail as Croissant was finally extradited on 16 November. Fou-
cault and Deleuze were among the small crowd of protesters outside La Santé prison
when he was removed. Foucault published several pieces against the extradition of
Croissant, but he refused to sign a petition circulated by Guattari and signed by
Deleuze among others. Macey claims that a characterization in the petition of the
West German state as “fascist” was unacceptable to Foucault (Macey 1994, 394).
Eribon offers a milder version of what was unacceptable in the petition, suggesting
that it presented West Germany as drifting towards “police dictatorship” (Eribon
1991, 260). Deleuze and Guattari’s opinion piece in Le Monde on 2 November
contains no characterization of the West German State as fascist nor any suggestion
that it was becoming a police dictatorship, although it does take a critical stance
toward “the German governmental and judicial model” which they describe as in
“a state of exception” (Deleuze 2007, 149). Whatever may have been the text of the
petition, Foucault preferred to restrict his support to the right of accused parties
to legal representation. From this point on, Foucault and Deleuze rarely saw one
another. Some years later, Deleuze wrote: “We worked separately, on our own. [ am
sure he read what I wrote. I read what he wrote with a passion. But we did not talk
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very often. I had the feeling, with no sadness, that in the end I needed him and he
did not need me. Foucault was a very, very mysterious man” (Deleuze 2007, 286).

HISTORY AND ACTUALITY

In interviews that accompanied the publication, after Foucault’s death in 1984, of
his Foucaulr (1986, 1988), Deleuze expressed his great admiration for Foucault,
describing him as responsible for “one of the greatest of modern philosophies”
(Deleuze 1995, 94). He acknowledged that they employed different methods, but
also pointed to strong affinities between their respective approaches to philosophy.
These included a lack of interest in origins and a distaste for abstractions such as
Reason, the Subject or Totality; a concern to analyze assemblages or apparatuses
at varying levels of concreteness; a shared interest in cartographic description that
sought to disentangle the various kinds of line that run through social and subjective
space (Deleuze 1995, 86). Above all, he suggests, they shared an interest in seeking
answers to a question peculiar to twentieth-century philosophy: ‘How is it possible
that something new is produced in the world?” (Deleuze 2007, 349). This common
interest in the emergence of the new meant that both philosophers made extensive
use of history and historical materials. However, in each case their relationship to
history is an unconventional one that separates them from the practice of historians
concerned to accurately record the past. In Deleuze’s case, as he explained in his
1990 interview with Antonio Negri, he had become “more and more aware of the
possibility of distinguishing between becoming and history” (Deleuze 1995, 170).
In Whar is Philosophy? he explains this distinction by suggesting that philosophy
creates concepts that express pure events, while history only grasps the event in its
effectuation in states of affairs or lived experience: “the event in its becoming, in its
specific consistency, in its self-positing as concept, escapes History” (Deleuze and
Guattari 1994, 110). This distinction between becoming and history underpins his
way of answering the question about the emergence of the new: it is the event in
its becoming that is the condition of novelty or change in the world. The concepts
that philosophy creates give expression to the pure event or eventness that is a part
of every event but that also escapes or exceeds its actualization. Since history only
refers to the event as actualized, the study of history can never really come to grips
with the condition of possibility of newness in the world. For that, we need a dif-
ferent approach that Deleuze outlines with reference to Charles Péguy’s Clio (Péguy
2002). Péguy shows us:

that there are two ways of considering events, one being to follow the course of
the event, gathering how it comes about historically, how it’s prepared and then
decomposes in history, while the other way is to go back into the event, to take
one’s place in it as in a becoming, to grow both young and old in it at once,
going through all its components or singularities. (Deleuze 1995, 17-171)
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The latter approach is the one followed by Deleuze and Guattari’s philosophy
when it creates concepts that express pure events or becomings, such as the con-
cept of nomadic lines of flight. These pure events are the real object of philosophy
precisely because they embody the conditions of the emergence of the new (Patton
2010a, 99).

Deleuze suggests that Foucault was also a philosopher for whom the study of
historical materials was an important part of his method:

Foucault’s a philosopher who invents a completely different relation to history
than what you find in philosophers of history. History, according to Foucault,
circumscribes us and sets limits, it doesn’t determine what we are, but what we're
in the process of differing from; it doesn’t fix our identity, but disperses it into
our essential otherness. (Deleuze 1995, 94-5)

Deleuze’s characterization of Foucault in this passages employs the same terms
that he uses to describe his own conception of philosophy. Elsewhere, he sug-
gests that their common interest in the emergence of the new was what separated
them from the philosophical tradition that sought to discover the universal or
eternal character of things: “We weren't looking for something timeless, not even
the timelessness of time, but for new things being formed, the emergence of what
Foucault called ‘actuality.”” (Deleuze 1995, 86). However, such characterizations
of Foucault’s philosophy are misleading. They play down the differences between
his conception of philosophy and that of Deleuze. They overlook the fact that he
has a different relationship to history and a different usage of the term “actuality”
(Patton 2010a; 2012a).

In What is Philosophy? Deleuze compares his own approach to philosophy with
that of Nietzsche and Foucault in suggesting that what matters for all these philoso-
phers is not so much the present but the actual, where this is understood to mean
what we are in the process of becoming. He argues that, whereas he and Guattari
identify becoming as the source of change, in the same way that Nietzsche identifies
the untimely (/7nactuel or lintempestif), for Foucault it is what he calls the actual
(actuel) that fulfills this role. He does not mean actuel in the ordinary French sense
of this word, which refers to that which is current or present, but rather actuelin the
sense of Nietzsche’s untimely. It is not a question of what already exists or is present
in a given historical moment, but of what is coming about, of what is in the process
of becoming. Thus, he argues that:

Actuality is what interests Foucault, though it’s what Nietzsche called the inac-

tual or the untimely; it's what is 7z actu, philosophy as the act of thinking.

(Deleuze 1995, 94-5)
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Deleuze defends his assimilation of Foucaults “actuel’ to Nietzsche’s “untimely”
and to his and Guattari’s “becoming” by reference to a passage in The Archaeology of
Knowledge, in which Foucault draws a distinction between the present (notre actualird)
and “the border of time that surrounds our present, overhangs it and indicates it in
its otherness” (Foucault 1972, 130). He suggests that this border between the present
and the future is what Foucault means by the actual: “for Foucault, what matters is
the difference between the present and the actual. The actual is not what we are bug,
rather, what we become, what we are in the process of becoming — that is to say, the
Other, our becoming-other” (Deleuze and Guattari 1994, 112).

Deleuze is right to suggest that, in the passage from The Archacology of Knowl-
edge, Foucault draws a distinction between the present and the border of time that
surrounds it and indicates its difference from what has gone before. However, he is
wrong to suggest that this border is what Foucault calls the actual. Foucault does
not use this term in the manner that Deleuze suggests. On the contrary, his text
contrasts this border region with “our actuality”:

The analysis of the archive, then, involves a privileged region: at once close to us
and different from our actuality, it is the border of time that surrounds our pres-
ent, which overhangs it, and which indicates it in its otherness; it is that which,
outside ourselves, delimits us. (Foucault 1972, 130, translation modified)’

Foucault’s remark occurs in the context of a discussion of the overall system or
arrangement of the different discursive practices present in a given society at a
given time. Each discursive practice is defined by a set of rules that govern the
emergence of things said (énoncés) in a given domain. These rules constitute a
historical a priori of statements considered as events, that is, as things actually
said. The totality of such sets of rules governing the discursive formations in a
given culture at a given time is what Foucault calls the archive. This archive is “the
law of what can be said, the system that governs the appearance of statements as
unique events” (Foucault 1972, 129). Given that all statements, including those
of the archaeologist of discourse, are subject to such rules governing what can be
said, Foucault’s problem here is to explain how and when it becomes possible to
describe such an archive. It is clearly not possible to describe the archive within
which we speak and write. However, it is possible to describe the archive of those
discourses which are no longer our own. In this sense, a condition of possibility
of the archaeology of discourse undertaken by Foucault is “the discontinuity that
separates us from what we can no longer say and from that which falls outside our
discursive practice” (Foucault 1972, 130). It is of this discontinuity, this difference,
that Foucault speaks in referring to the “border of time” that surrounds our present
(notre actualité).
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The extent of Deleuze’s creative misinterpretation of Foucault’s remark from
The Archaeology of Knowledge is even more apparent in the extended commentary
on this passage that he gave in “What is a Dispositif?” (Deleuze 2007, 343-52).
Here, Deleuze goes further than the mere transposition of the term “actuality” so
that it becomes identified with the border of time that surrounds our present. He
suggests that this border that surrounds the discursive present in which we speak
and write is not simply a backward looking difference that allows us to identify
and describe the archive of discursive practices that are no longer our own, but
a difference endowed with a forward looking momentum. On his account, it
acquires the positive meaning of a becoming, in the sense of what we will become
in the future:

The novelty of a dispositifin relation to those that precede it is what we call its
actuality, our actuality. The new is the actual. The actual is not what we are but
rather what we are becoming, what we are in the process of becoming, that is to
say the Other, our becoming-other. In every dispositif we must distinguish what
we are (what we are already no longer) and what we are becoming: #he part of
history and the part of the actual. History is the archive, the design of what we are
and cease being while the actual is the sketch of what we will become. (Deleuze
2007, 350 translation modified)’

In Foucault’s text, the border of time that separates us from what can no longer
say is a becoming only in the most negative and minimal sense of the term. In
Deleuze’s commentary, it has been turned into the actual in the sense of what we
are becoming or what we will become. This is clearly a forced interpretation of
Foucault’s text that, not surprisingly, proves difficult to reconcile with other aspects
of his work.

A first problem is that we search in vain in his published works for analyses of what
is coming about or we are becoming. In the terms of Deleuze’s hypothesis, Discipline
and Punish should have analyzed what prisons are in the process of becoming rather
than confining itself to the analysis of the disciplinary techniques of power that they
have embodied since the early nineteenth century. Deleuze’s response to this problem
is to suggest that we need to enlarge our understanding of Foucault’s oexwvre to include
not only his books but also his interviews. The books that address a particular archive,
whether in relation to madness, the clinic, disciplinary power or sexuality, are only
half the story: the other half is made explicit in the interviews that Foucault gave
alongside the publication of his major works, in which he comments on the bearing of
his historical studies on current problems. In this manner, Deleuze draws a distinction
between Foucault’s analysis of particular aspects of the archive, which are presented
in his genealogical and archaeological studies, and his diagnoses of what the present is
becoming, which are presented in interviews:
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What are madness, prison, sexuality today? What new modes of subjectiva-
tion do we see appearing today that are certainly not Greek or Christian?
... Foucault attached so much importance to his interviews in France and
even more so abroad, not because he liked interviews but because in them
he traced lines of actualization that required another mode of expression

than the assimilable lines in his major books. The interviews are diagnoses.
(Deleuze 2007, 352)*

However, since the appearance of “I/ faut défendre la société” in 1997, the publica-
tion of Foucault’s lectures makes this two-series partition of Foucault’s work diffi-
cult to sustain (Foucault 2003; Patton 2012b). The lectures provide a third textual
stratum alongside the books and interviews and occasional writings. For the most
part, they continue Foucault’s genealogical approach to the present. Although much
of the lecture material remained in the form of exploratory exercises, tracing out
problems, posing and sketching answers to questions that never found their way
into the scholarly corpus of Foucault’s published work, the lectures also included
early drafts of historical analyses that found their way into books. For example,
some elements of his 1972-3 course Penal Theories and Institutions reappeared in
Discipline and Punish, just as parts of the final lecture of his 1975-6 course reap-
peared in the final chapter of The History of Sexuality, Volume 1. Moreover, in a
manner that complicates Deleuze’s distinction between the two parts of Foucaults
oeuvre, Michel Senellart points out that the courses pursued their own forms of
intervention in the social and political context in which they were written, thereby
introducing the field of events (/événementiel) into the order of theoretical discourse
(Senellart 2011, 151).

Foucault’s mode of engagement with the present in which the lectures were writ-
ten changed over the course of the 1970s. Some courses do involve material that
could be construed as analysis of the actual in Deleuze’s future oriented sense of
the term. For example, Foucault’s 1978-9 lectures on neoliberal governmentality
represent a quite different kind of response to a changed political context from those
undertaken in 1976 or 1973. These lectures were delivered in the aftermath of the
French legislative elections in March 1978, at which the Union of the Left narrowly
failed to win a majority. Efforts to rethink the political orientation and strategies of
the French left provide the background against which he raised a question about the
nature of socialist governmentality at the end of his fourth lecture: “What would
really be the governmentality appropriate to socialism? Is there a governmentality
appropriate to socialism?” (Foucault 2008, 94). His answer was that if there is such
a thing as socialist governmentality, it remained to be invented. Recent commenta-
tors have made much of his association with elements of the so-called “Second Left,”
a minority tendency within the Socialist Party.” The anti-statist “self-management”
approach of this tendency shared some neoliberal concerns about the role of the state
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in governing social and economic life. It may well be an exaggeration to suggest that
Foucault’s 1979 lectures “should be read as a strategic endorsement of economic lib-
eralism” (Behrent 2009a, 567; 2009b, 25). Nevertheless, the principle of abandoning
techniques of discipline in favor of purely economic means of governing the behavior
of individuals is one that Foucault appears to endorse (Patton 2010b, 212-14).

Given that these lectures were delivered at an eatly stage in the adoption
of neoliberal policy and economic management by Western governments, they
could well be construed as analysis of the actual in Deleuze’s sense of the term,
namely what we are in the process of becoming. Ironically, however, the content
of Foucault’s lectures on neoliberal governmentality takes him even further from
the historical and political perspective that he formerly shared with Deleuze. The
1978-9 lectures are punctuated by a polemic against the “state phobia” shared
by many in the French left during this period. State phobia involved an essen-
tialist conception of the state as endowed with an inherent tendency to expand
and dominate civil society and a corresponding suspicion of state power. Deleuze
and Guattari’s concept of the State as an apparatus of capture that is increas-
ingly subordinate to the axiomatic of global capitalism is arguably no more than
a sophisticated version of Marxist inspired state phobia. Foucault objects that
such essentialist conceptions sustain forms of political analysis derived from first
principles, thereby avoiding the need for empirical and historical knowledge of
contemporary political reality. Part of his reason for undertaking the analyses of
the principles of neoliberal government undertaken in these lectures was the fact
that the post-war German state, which was founded on precisely these principles,
served as a model for the reforms to public policy proposed in France during this
period. At the very least, he argues, the quest for a distinctively socialist govern-
mentality should be informed by knowledge of present political reality. In con-
trast to the widespread suspicion of the state on the left, he has no fundamental
objection to government or to the institutions and policies that this implies. As he
explained in a lecture to the Société Frangaise de Philosophie the previous year, the
critical attitude that he now considered to underpin his ‘historicophilosophical’
analyses of the present did not ask why we are governed at all but /ow we are gov-
erned.® The analysis of the principles of neoliberal governmentality undertaken
in these lectures reflected a shift in the kind of critique that Foucault considered
appropriate. He had moved away from the denunciation of the State towards
a more nuanced political engagement with the question how power ought to
be exercised. In a sense, to the extent that these lectures addressed what French
government was in the process of becoming, they did conform to Deleuze’s char-
acterization of his approach to the present. The irony is that they did so at the
expense of the fundamentally essentialist and repressive conception of state power
to which Deleuze, at that time, remained committed.
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NOTES

1. More detail on the elements of their relationship mentioned in this section is presented
in Patton 2013.

2. The original reads: “Lanalyse de I'archive comporte donc une région privilegiée : a la
fois proche de nous, mais différente de notre actualité, cest la bordure de temps qui
entoure notre présent, qui le surplombe et qui I'indique dans son alterité ; Cest ce qui,
hors de nous, nous délimite” (Foucault 1969, 172).

3. The original reads: “La nouveauté d’un dispositif par rapport aux précédents, nous
'appelons son actualité, notre actualité. Le nouveau, cest I'actuel. Lactuel n'est pas ce
que nous sommes, mais plutdt ce que nous devenons, ce que nous sommes en train de
devenir, cest-a-dire 'Autre, notre devenir-autre. Dans tout dispositif, il faut distinguer
ce que nous sommes (ce que nous ne sommes déja plus), et ce que nous sommes en train
de devenir : la part de ['histoire, et la part de ['actuel. Uhistoire, Cest I'archive, le dessin de
ce que nous sommes et cessons d’étre, tandis que 'actuel est 'ébauche de ce que nous
devenons” (Deleuze 2003, 322).

4. Similar claims about the role of interviews as an integral part of Foucaults oeuvre are
presented in Deleuze (1986, 115); Deleuze (1995, 106).

5. For example, Behrent claims that “Foucault’s interest in neoliberalism appears to owe
much to his attraction to the Second Left” (Behrent 2009a, 553). See also Behrent
(2009b, 19-20); Senellart (2007, 371).

6. The critical question posed was “how not to be governed /ike that, by that, in the name
of these principles, in view of such objectives and by means of such methods, not like
that, not for that, not by them?” (Foucault 1996, 384).
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CHAPTER 10

Becoming and History: Deleuze’s
Reading of Foucault

ANNE SAUVAGNARGUES
TRANSLATED BY ALEX FELDMAN

Deleuze returned often to the “admiration” and “affection” he felt for Foucault.!
In the 1970s, he began to present Foucault as the contemporary philosopher
who had done the most to reframe the question of history. Coming from a phi-
losopher who insists so much on the opposition between becoming and history,
this admiration invites notice. Deleuze, like Foucault, but also with him, and
while discovering his thought, confronts this new way of dealing with empiri-
cal historicity: to take it epistemologically, in the form of the archive, without,
for all that, renouncing the critique of linear chronology and of teleological or
causal explanation. Starting, moreover, with his 1963 “Raymond Roussel or the
Horror of the Void,”* Deleuze reviewed all of Foucault’s major titles up through
Discipline and Punish in 1975, and he developed lengthy analyses that would
form the basis of the 1986 Foucault. We can thus follow in Deleuze’s work itself a
kind of journal of the theoretical surprises that Foucault’s changes provoked. This
attention to the work of the thinker of history is all the more fascinating in that
history and the historical approach to philosophy are the object of express criti-
cism in Deleuze. As a reader of Foucault, Deleuze puts into practice a theory of
the crises of thought. He explores with Foucault a dimension of history whereby
it can be understood not as the opposite of becoming, but as the necessary dimen-
sion of becoming’s actualization.

Deleuze’s project of understanding Foucault took place at the same time that
both were moving in new intellectual directions, thanks, surely, to their contempo-
raneity and to their friendship and collusion in the 1970s, when they both discov-
ered the field of the social. For Deleuze, the changes are visible in the writings with
Guattari and in a new attention to the empirical fields of the social (An#i-Oedipus);
whereas, in Foucault, the change is marked by the passage from the Archaeology of
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Knowledge to the discovery of power in Discipline and Punish. As their thinking bent
more and more toward the question of practices, the two thinkers also underwent a
profound theoretical shake-up that was to result in a “pragmatics of multiplicities.”
If their trajectories, strictly linked during the period of the GIP? diverge after 1975,
Deleuze is no less attentive to the History of Sexuality of the 1980s, even if, for his
own part, he critiques both sexuality and history: Foucault’s approach forbids the
treatment of sexuality as an invariant and transforms history into a process of sub-
jectivation. As different, then, as the trajectories of the two authors are, they share a
similar arc, traversing the fields of literature and then moving in the 1970s towards a
pragmatics of thought and a philosophy of power. After a period of intense collabo-
ration with Guattari that provisionally closed with A Thousand Plateaus, Deleuze
devoted himself once again to studying philosophers (Spinoza, Foucault, Leibniz),
but he also developed a new semiotic of the non-linguistic arts (Bacon, Movement-
Image, Time-Image, The Fold); Foucault, on the other hand, took on the project of a
History of Sexuality. Nevertheless, Deleuze affirmed no less than before that a great
proximity links him to the work of Foucault:

I am sure that he read what I wrote. I read what he wrote with a passion. But
we did not talk very often. I had the feeling, with no sadness, that in the end
I needed him and he did not need me.*

If the “need” each author had for the other was indeed asymmetrical, for Deleuze
the need itself doubtless had to do with the vector of history. Deleuze approaches
history by way of the relationship between the virtual and the actual, on a plane
(plan) that he would qualify as metaphysical, whereas Foucault commits himself to
the meticulous and empirical examination of a textual archive, something in which
Deleuze was never interested. However, Deleuze does come to accord more and
more attention to the form of the actual or the current (/actuel) and to the ques-
tion of history. If one compares the valorization of intensive becoming in Difference
and Repetition, the interest in descriptions of singular assemblages (agencements)
in A Thousand Plateaus, and the appearance of history in the group of works from
the 1980s, with /mage-temps and Image-mouvement in 1983 and 1985, Foucault in
1986, and Le pli in 1988 — then this change is something slowly breathed in, and
not so much a transformation of the system. Each text is ever more concerned with
the consistency and the consolidation of strata. In the work of Deleuze, a topologi-
cal strip moves from a privilege of the virtual, of the becoming of constituted indi-
viduations, toward the phenomena of consolidation. Deleuze had distinguished in
Difference and Repetition between actual and virtual modes of difference, opposing
the becoming-intense of the virtual difference to the individual actualization and
to the tendency to organization. The philosophy of difference insisted, then, on the
virtual moment in order to counter the preeminence of the same and the similar,
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of common sense, of the image of thought. From Anti-Oedipus to A Thousand
Plateaus, Deleuze conserves the critical accent that animates the descriptions of
stratified modes, but he passes from a critique of organizations to a much more
complex mode of interdependence between actual and virtual, between becoming
and history. The body without organs or the capture of the wasp and the orchid
explicitly underline becoming-intensive (cf. the 10th Plateau), but the theory of
lines initiated in Anti-Oedipus and continued in A Thousand Plateaus allows us to
think all material, social, or noetic bodies as “packets” or bundles of lines, as mul-
tiplicities assembling (agengan), at the same time, intensive vectors and actualizing
vectors, becomings-intense and segments of organization. The virtual and the actual
thereby become indiscernible and equally active at all the points of actualization.
The great lesson of A Thousand Plateaus is that the phenomena of destratification
(lines of flight) cannot be separated from the two relative modes of stratification, the
molar lines with rigid segmentarity and the molecular lines with supple segmentar-
ity that compose every assemblage.

The point is not that Deleuze abandons the privilege of the virtual that char-
acterizes his first works, but rather than with Spinoza and the analysis of relations
of force, with Marx, the decisive interlocutor of Anti-Oedipus and A Thousand
Plateaus, and especially with Foucault, Deleuze accords a growing interest to the
phenomena of stratification, to history, and to the empirical arrangement of assem-
blages that actualize a diagram of forces. It is with respect to Foucault that Deleuze
passes imperceptibly from the preeminence of becoming to an interest in history,
which appears now as “the stand-in double of a becoming.” In other words, history
is no longer the reified image by which thought solidifies becoming, but rather the
milieu of actualization that becoming needs in order to take form, with the result
that the preeminence of the virtual henceforth implies the theorization of its real
modes of actualization. Hence the interest for the phenomena of consolidation,
which are no longer read only as doxical thicknesses (Nietzsche) or as tendencies
to organization that are hostile to life (body without organs). Individuations no
longer mark a decrease in intensity; actualization takes on a new interest, that of a
taking of form that temporarily stabilizes relations of labile forces. Indeed, the best
indication of this new status of history as actualization is the interest in forms. “In
all of Foucault’s work, there’s a certain relation between form and forces that’s influ-
enced my work and was basic to his conception of politics, and of epistemology and

aesthetics t00.”°

THE QUESTION OF HISTORY

With Foucault, “it is as if, finally, something new were emerging in the wake
of Marx”": history can be thought philosophically without being reduced to the
“philosophy of history,”® that is, to a teleological discourse of the Hegelian type,
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one which draws support from chronology in order to reduce it dialectically to the
figures of the concept. Yet “Foucault never became a historian. Foucault’s a philoso-
pher who invents a completely different relation to history than what you find in
the philosophers of history.”” This “completely different” relation permits a consid-
eration of “‘epochs’ or historical formations” as “multiplicities,” complexes of forces
in the process of becoming that “escape from both the reign of the subject and the
empire of structure.”'’ Foucault transforms the concept of history and at the same
time disqualifies every phenomenology of history, every thought of the subject, but
also every reading of historicity that is exclusively structural or topical.

What emerges in Foucault’s writings is thus a new relationship to history, one
that is also expressed by an “evolution” in Foucault’s work itself. It is fascinating
to follow in Deleuze’s own texts the way in which he understands the changes in
Foucaults trajectory. It is as though Deleuze is grappling with the “history of phi-
losophy” of which he is so often critical: when it comes to Foucault, indeed, he ends
up giving a new instruction manual for how to do it. An archivist and surveyor of
Foucault’s work, Deleuze searches for the “logic of this thought” that seems to him
to be “one of the greatest modern philosophies.”"" Seeking to establish this thought
in its dynamic ruptures as well as in its systematic equilibrium, he transforms his
critique of the history of thought through this very reading.

Deleuze applies a double principle of method to Foucault: the principle of
totality — to be interested in an author is to “take everything into account,” accord-
ing to a principle of systematic exhaustivity characteristic of Deleuze’s first mono-
graphs. But for Foucault there is also a second principle, that of the dynamic tension
of the system, a tension that does not exclude the diachronic and successive charac-
ter of maturation. One could also say that, within the totality of a body of work, it
is the passages that reorganize the problematics that become determinative.

Here 'm trying to see Foucault’s thought as a whole. By whole, I mean what
drives him on from one level of things to another."

In this regard, we can oppose Deleuze’s reading of Kant' to the Foucault of 1986.
The former stands out for its emphasis on a synchrony that places the three
Critigueson exactly the same conceptual plane, whereas the latter conserves a theory
of the dynamism of the system. Without letting go of the architectonic, Deleuze
gives increasing importance to the “passages” that require a strict sense of chronol-
ogy. Chronological order is not trivial, even if; of itself; it is insufficient: it is nec-
essary and must be stablished at the outset with exactitude. At the conclusion of
the 1964 Royaumont Colloquium, Deleuze was already insisting on such “normal
' as the availability of both a reliable edition
and a good chronology. At the moment when he accepted, with Foucault, the
direction of the French edition of the Complete Works of Nietzsche, he praised

scientific and critical requirements”
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the colossal labor undertaken by Colli and Montinari on the Nachlass, and he
was in no way contemptuous of the scientific interest involved in this effort to
arrange drafts, notes, fragments, and scattered projects in the most exact chron-
ological sequence. Deleuze and Foucault defend the editorial choices of the
Complete Works of Nietzsche, as well as its double system: to edit the posthumous
notes in their chronological order and to unify them according to the “periods”
established by the published works. Strict succession (the journal of fragments)
and periodization of the works do not end up confining Nietzsche’s thought to a
linear progression. The attention to empirical succession instead readies the pas-
sage to an opening of the system. This attention thus is the best way to safeguard
the variations and, in allowing the reader to grasp all the more closely Nietzsche’s
thought in the course of its becoming, it makes room for an open and plural sys-
tematicity suitable to his project.

In fact, when a thinker like Nietzsche, a writer like Nietzsche presents several
versions of the same idea, it goes without saying that this idea ceases to be the
same . . . It was thus necessary to edit and publish the notebooks in their inte-
grality and in chronological order, i accordance with the periods that correspond
to Nietzsche’s published books. Only in this way could the mass of unpublished

works reveal their multiple meanings.”

Deleuze thus carries out a double displacement: against the necessity of chronologi-
cal order, he counterposes its contingency; against the eternity or stability of the
system, he counterposes the historicity of the investigation. Hence his extremely
delicate position, which articulates history and becoming at each point of the suc-
cession, instead of opposing them frontally.

ANALYTIC AND DIAGNOSTIC

This subtle relationship between history and becoming explains the insistence with
which Deleuze incorporates the Dits et écrits into Foucault’s principal corpus of
published works (/@uvre). The innovation of this approach is that now principal
works appear as a stratified formation, whereas the becoming of forces breathes in
those circumstantial writings that, as reactions and solicitations, make up a journal
of thought. Instead of opposing the principal works, untimely and inactual (intem-
pestive et inactuelle), to succession as a creation torn from history, the former takes
the form of a consolidated and historical archive, whereas the occasional writings
are charged with becoming;: they are assigned the task of inserting the enormous
solidity of the principal body of works into political action. Here too Foucaults
concepts allow Deleuze to modify his own practice as a reader. The distinction
refers to that between knowing (savorr) and strategy, that is, to the passage from the
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Archaeology of Knowledge to Discipline and Punish; the principal body of works thus
falls under the realm of knowing, whereas the circumstantial set of things said and
written (diss er écrits) belongs to the realm of strategy. Deleuze thus validates in its
entirety the posthumous collection of Dits er écrits and grants them their full neces-
sity. It is not a matter here of a relationship between the principal works (/@uvre)
and the “outside-the-@uvre” (hors-d'euvre), to a parergon, but rather of two halves
of a single conceptual apparatus: the closed and finished works belong to a history
of thought, whereas the journal of punctual interventions signals the becoming
of these works. This is a strong and original position. According to Deleuze, the
published works of Foucault are stabilized around determinate archives (the general
hospital of the seventeenth century, the clinic of the eighteenth century, the prison
of the nineteenth century, then subjectivity in ancient Greece and Christianity);
moreover, their finished character constitutes the works themselves as archives. It is
in the other half of Foucault’s body of works, says Deleuze, that we must look for
the diagnostic:

In every apparatus we must untangle the lines of the recent past from the lines
of the near future: the archive from the current, the part of history and the part
of becoming, the part of the analytic and the part of the diagnostic.'®

Foucault formulates his analytic — let us note this Kantian vocabulary to which we
will return later — in his regular works, where he constrains himself to formulat-
ing philosophical problems that he will treat in relation to a limiting material (the
archive), thus reworking philosophy (as a history of rationality) as much as history
(by way of a non-linear philosophy of history). The analytic, the archive, is deter-
mined philosophically by “extremely novel historical means.”"” The philosopher
carries out the archaeology of stratified reason, that is, reason as it is given, positive,
frozen in its historical process. But the apparatus (dispositifj is not historical with-
out also being “actual or current” (actuel), in the sense in which Deleuze under-
stands the term in Foucault, that is, as the equivalent of the “untimely” (inactuel)
in Nietzsche,' for which he reserves the term becoming:

[W]e have to distinguish between what we are (what we already no longer are)
and what we are becoming: the part of history, the part of currentness ['actuel].”

Foucault’s published works, consolidated in systematic expositions, are both back-
ward-looking and positive, belonging both to the historical — the relatively closed
and accomplished state of an empirically given archive with an actualized and
stabilized form — and to the analytical, the positivity of a definite structure. The
occasional writings, both prospective and indicative, are doubly diagnostic: they
inspect the present and signal the tension, within Foucault’s thought itself, between
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doctrinal apparatus and possible becomings, between actualized forms and virtual
forces. Systematic exposition then is reduced to history, whereas the chronologi-
cal journal of interventions indicates becoming. The two faces of Foucault’s work,
history and becoming, analytic and diagnostic, translate the real movement of his
thought in its historical inscription and its untimely value. In this manner, Deleuze
believes he can escape both the reduction to history implicit in genesis and the ide-
alist temptation of structure.

The chronological order of Nietzsche’s fragments, much like the articulation of
the analytic and the diagnostic in Foucault, allows us to pass judgment on this his-
tory of thought, which is both actualization of forms and becoming of forces. Of
course, Deleuze, following Bergson and Nietzsche, opposes becoming to eternity
as well as to history, insofar as the latter is objectified as a causal process on the
model of an already-over. But if history is not reducible to this false teleology, it is
rather actualization of forces; it archives and, in this archiving, conserves. The true
temporality of the system is to be found not in chronologically fixed series (histori-
cal order) that correspond to what we have ceased to be, but rather to points of
mutation, of disequilibrium that Deleuze calls becomings. Foucault is a great phi-
losopher because he makes use of history in order to act, “as Nietzsche said, against
the time, and thus on the time, in favor, I hope, of a time to come.”*’ For Foucault,
then, the chronological sequence of the occasional writings, far from exhibiting a
reified history or objectifying a succession, marks out, on the contrary, the points
of becoming in his thought. The sequence of the occasional writings thus does
a better job of indicating the becomings of his thought, with their connections,
erasures, crossing-outs, and points of incompleteness, than the full-length finished
works, rigorously ordered as they are according to the philosophical examination
of an archive. Just as, in Nietzsche, the chronological sequence of the posthumous
writings injects becoming into the system, so too, in Foucault, the chronological
sequence of the occasional Diss et écrits, of the things “said and written,” injects
becoming into the history of the closed works. The event, the crisis, the post-
humous fragment, and the occasional writing all speak to the labor of becom-
ing within the stratified totality of the corpus of works conceived as system or as
historical succession. Hence the principle of an open totality, of a system in the
process of becoming, a principle that integrates the lateral, occasional, and minor
writings into the body of the ordinary publications (the normal, the major).*' The
posthumous works of Nietzsche and the circumstantial interventions of Foucault
occupy the same function.

Foucault attached so much importance to his interviews in France and even
more so abroad, not because he liked interviews, but because in them he
traced lines of actualization that required another mode of expression than the
assimilable lines in his major books. The interviews are diagnoses. It is similar
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for Nietzsche, whose works are difficult to read without the Nachlass that
is contemporary to each. Foucault’s complete works, as Defert and Ewald*
imagine them, cannot separate the books that have left such an impression
on us from the interviews that lead us toward a future, toward a becoming:
strata and currentness.”

The strata of the systematic works must be therefore be completed by the carto-
graphic plotting of actualities and current events that make up the circumstantial
writings or the journal of ideas. From this point of view, the chronological reading
takes on a new function as that which best attests the mutations of the open system.
The body of an author’s work must take into account its becomings as much as its
history, and also its crises and its ruptures. To consider the body of work in its total-
ity is to double it at each point with its virtual fractures. Diachrony is therefore no
less indispensable than a systematic and achronological reading, but diachrony too
remains insufficient to the extent that it does not double the constituted form of the
conceptual apparatus, the relation of forces taken statically, with the play of forces
effectuated therein, with the diagram.

THE CRISES OF THOUGHT

Empirical chronology renders the becoming of the system perceptible, and its
modes of characteristic variation bring to light thought’s lines of wandering (/ignes
d'erre).** Chronology also renders accessible the becoming of the idea, which passes
through a textual cartography that includes readings and actions, accidents and
encounters, and “points of bifurcation.” The logic of thought is not a system in
equilibrium, but a regime in becoming, where theoretical segments are confronted
with practical forays and pragmatic stakes. These encounters make up what Deleuze
calls the crises of thought, which expose this relation between forces and forms,
becoming and history.

A thought’s logic isnt a stable rational system ... A thought’s logic is like a
wind blowing on us, a series of gusts and jolts. You think you've got to port,
but then you find yourself thrown back out onto the open sea, as Leibniz put
it. That’s particularly true in Foucault’s case. His thought’s constantly develop-
ing new dimensions that are never contained in what came before. So what is
it that drives him to launch off in some direction, to trace out some — always
unexpected — path? Any great thinker goes through crises; they set the tempo of
the hours (les heures) of his thought.”

The crises of thought mark the becoming of the system. They must be simulta-
neously grasped at on the historical plane of successive actualization and on the

181



BETWEEN DELEUZE AND FOUCAULT

virtual plane of coexistence. Hence the impression that Deleuze incessantly sub-
stitutes a “topos” for invention,” that he accentuates the logical aspect of devel-
opment and smooths over the ruptures in a logical coexistence. But becoming
doubles history, and Deleuze conceives the crises on the double plane of the actual
and the virtual.

There is certainly a succession of periods, but there are also coexistent aspects
that accord with the three simultaneous elements of painting, which are per-
petually present.”’

This “perpetuity” of the problem, this “insistence” removed from succession, can
give the impression that Deleuze sacrifices the mutations of the system to logic.
On the one hand, Deleuze affirms the historicity of problems in an author, the
pertinence of their exact mapping. The status of this historicity in becoming is not,
however, due to succession, but rather depends on what Deleuze calls the problem-
atic proper to an author — her “signature” or “formula” — which gives the principle of
her style. Deleuze calls this a “diagram,” fittingly borrowing the term from Michel
Foucault in his review of Discipline and Punish. The diagram, “the presentation
of relations between forces unique to a particular formation,”* characterizes the
becoming that “doubles” the stratified formations of history on an intensive mode
and reprises the characterization of the Idea as problem in Difference and Repetition.
With respect to a work, the intensive diagram is not a permanent structure, a logi-
cal ropos, or a preexisting form, but rather a virtual problem, a complex of forces.
Moreover, the diagram, if it consists in non-formalized and non-formed forces,
and if it insists upon intensive becoming, is, all the same, the object of a historical
actualization.

Not only can we differentiate diagrams, but we can also date the diagram of a
y g g

painter, because there is always a moment when the painter confronts it most

directly.”

The diagram is therefore indissociable from its actualization, which can indeed
be assigned a date. In itself, as a problem, the diagram does not belong to the
retrospective history of a thinker, but to her becoming. It explains this character
of “crisis,” this power of rupture, thanks to which a thought is not given once
and for all but rather undergoes different periodizations. Mutations of thought
require this double analysis, on the plane of history and on the plane of becom-
ing: the succession of periods in Foucault’s thought is not determined through
a sense of history as causal succession, but is rather taken as a kind of creation,
as rupture and becoming. The crisis indicates the becoming of the system and
its historicity, just as much as it reveals its jolted and non-linear continuity.
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® where “the ‘cut’ ...

It is what produces what Deleuze calls a “relinking,”
constitutes . . . the ideal cause of continuity.””" In this sense, “breaks are not
lacunae or ruptures of continuity,”” for their fractures require a “redistribution”
of the continuous, according to a new dimension that produces continuity from
the contingent eruption of the fracture.

To explain the passage in Foucault’s work from the writings devoted to social
apparatuses (dispositifs) of confinement to the question of sexuality, and the theo-
retical difficulty that delayed the appearance of the second and third volumes of the
History of Sexuality for eight years, Deleuze insists on the contingency of the investi-
gations. Crisis marks intellectual labor as an adventure, a bumpy and unpredictable
pursuit;” indeed, in Difference and Repetition, Deleuze writes, “This entire adven-
turous character of Ideas remains to be described.” This adventure is affected by
external occasions and unforeseeable empirical encounters. Forces work on thought,
making it be creative, even with respect to its own coordinates. There is thus a his-
tory and a becoming of thought, which produces “new coordinates,” a history and
a becoming that play out “successively” in Foucault’s work. And when this body of
work closes with Foucault’s death, Deleuze organizes it according to three problems
that respond both to the periodization of the works and to its logic. Foucault ini-
tially explores the strata as historical formations, thus elaborating an archaeology
that develops as an archaeology of knowledge. Passing from the epistemological
dimension of knowledge to the “outside” (“dehors’), to the forces in the process of
becoming that supply the historical dimension of knowledge (savoir), Foucault dis-
covers next the strategic dimension of the social, which leads him to pass from the
analysis of knowledge to the strategies of power. The history of formations (knowl-
edge) refers then to the examination of active (non-stratified) forces of power, which
renews the question of history by thinking its political actualization as an inser-
tion of the becoming of forces into the very heart of stratified forms. Finally, with
the History of Sexuality, Foucault gives an account of the singular relationship that
articulates the historical strata (knowledge) and the non-stratified forces (power) by
setting up, as their “outside” of these forces and forms, the slow historical formation
of a fold (pli) of subjectivity.”

The methodological concept of “crisis” is meant to be applicable both to devel-
opment of the body of work and to its logic: from the dimension of knowledge
to that of power, then from there to the fold of subjectivation, Deleuze systemati-
cally relinks the three periods of Foucault’s work as three distinct dimensions. Crisis
allows the transformation of the relationship between history and becoming since,
on the plane of succession, there is no necessity, but rather unforeseeable crises
(creation) — whereas on the plane of unforeseeable eruption, there is indeed neces-
sity. Deleuze injects contingency into the chronological sequence, contingency that
in turn permits the unexpected upsurge of the crisis as novelty.*® For this reason,
Deleuze always understands the “discovery of lines of subjectivation” in The History
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of Sexuality as a relaunching of Foucault’s thought, not as a return to the subject or
as a repentance.

More than any other, this discovery came from a crisis in Foucault’s thought, as
if he needed to rework the map of apparatuses, find a new orientation for them
to prevent them from closing up behind impenetrable lines of force . . . Leibniz
expressed in exemplary fashion this state of crisis that restarts thought when it
seems that everything is almost resolved: you think you have reached shore but
are cast back out to sea.”’

Crisis imposes this new orientation that changes the context, articulation, and
cartography of preceding concepts and constitutes less a rupture or a modifica-
tion of questions than a reconfiguration of the nature of a problem that the
questions aim to explore. Whether it be a matter of the cinema and the cri-

”3 or of

sis of the action-image,” of the baroque as “a long moment of crisis,
Foucault’s thought, the crisis articulates creation and determinateness, becoming
and history, virtual and actual in thought. It is not that the dynamic caesura is
reabsorbed into the static logic of a reconfiguration of the problem, a reconfigu-
ration that would have been called for since the very beginning of the system.
Between the deterministic anteriority-posteriority of a successive evolution of
problems and a transformation by chance that would give everything over to the
contingency of the investigation, Deleuze explores a “mixture of the aleatory and
the necessary”: no necessity in the succession, no contingency in the rupture, but
rather the contingent eruption of the rupture into a succession (actualization)
that attests the coexistence of a diagram of forces in the preceding theoretical
formation, a diagram whose contingent actualization rekindles the system by
creating a new dimension.

Foucault always finds a new dimension or a new line in a crisis. Great thinkers
are somewhat seismic; they do not evolve but proceed by quakes or crises.*

In sum, the static architectonic is nothing if it does not double itself in a dynamic
mapping of the crises of thought. Deleuze can thus elaborate through Foucault
a dynamics of systems of thought in disequilibrium where history doubles the
becoming of the system at each point of actualization. The three axes of Knowl-
edge, Power, and Subjectivity define both the community of a problem and a
periodization of Foucault’s work: these dimension are discovered successively,
each layer opening onto the following, in accordance with a logic that is that of
the crisis. The Archaeology of Knowledge, Discipline and Punish, and The History
of Sexuality punctuate in this manner three different stages of Foucault’s thought,
which is “constantly developing new dimensions that are never contained
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in what came before”:*! not an epigenesis of the system, but a creation of dimen-
sion that reworks the preceding dimensions, according to a metastable and
dynamic logic.

His thought consists in tracing out and exploring one dimension after another
in a way that has its own creative necessity, but no one dimension is contained
in any other.”

THE STRATIFIED

Rather than oppose history and becoming, causal diachrony and virtual synchrony,
what is important is to investigate how crisis injects breaks into succession while
the contingent actualization of problems marks an event for the system: the double
regime in Foucault of crises that shake up the analytic, of couplings and “expressions”
that agitate the diagnostic, calls now for the analysis of the modes whereby forces are
actualized in stratified forms.

For these reasons, Deleuze returns to the analysis of strata he had developed in the
Third of the Thousand Plateaus written with Guattari. His aim now is to explore the
dimension of knowledge (sav077) in Foucault. Instead of the great strata, the material,
the organic, and the cultural, which made up together a universal history, the analysis
now moves toward the Foucaultian archive. To be sure, the emphasis placed on the
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intensive is conserved: if the historical is a “stratified formation,” “to think is to reach

”® “to reach the non-stratified,”* such that “thinking is no

a non-stratified matter,
more historical than eternal,” but thinking operates now “in an essential relationship
with history.”45 Foucault is the inventor of this new figure of the historical, a relation
to History without precedent that Deleuze writes in majuscule in order to under-
score the difference with the older notion of successive causality. This genuinely new

relationship with historical reality transforms its philosophical treatment.

But History responds only because Foucault has managed to invent, no
doubt in a way related to the new conceptions of certain historians, a prop-
erly philosophical form of interrogation which is itself new and which revives
history.

The “new coordinates” that are “successively” discovered in the work of Foucault —
from the Archacology of Knowledge to strategy and power and then to the genealogy
of forms of subjectivations — constitute a complete reworking of the question of
history along three essential lines. The first is epistemological. An epistemological
relation is set up with history, consisting of the sort of operation on the empiri-
cal archive that characterizes Foucault’s way of working. This operation determines
knowledge as historical stratum, “the determination of the things visible and stable
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in each epoch”; it thus proposes a new history of thought. Knowledge is articulated
in historical assemblages (agencements) that correlate statements (énoncés) and vis-
ibilities, doubly limiting the philosophy of history, which now becomes merely an
epistemology of the empirical given and which must theorize the relation between
the discursive and the non-discursive within the knowledge (savo7r) of a period.
Second, the relationship within knowledge between these two forms that are irre-
ducible to one another, the two poles of the discursive and the non-discursive, of
statements and visibilities, must be understood, in quite innovative fashion, as
“capture.” Deleuze applies to Foucault his own theory of capture, worked out with
Guattari in Kafka, Rhizome, and A Thousand Plateaus, but submits it to a decisive
change. Until then, he had understood it as the “capture of forces,” whereas in
Foucaulr it becomes the “capture of forms,” a new relation between the discursive
forms and the forms of the visibilities that define each period of knowledge. This
move demonstrates Deleuze’s interest for stratified forms. But, third, the relation
between discourse and pragmatics must be inscribed in the heart of knowledge
itself, which does not capture statements and visibilities without setting up, on a
model qualified by Deleuze as neo-Kantian — and which is applicable to his own
thought — a capture between forms of knowledge and forces of knowledge, between
receptivity and spontaneity. The architectonic of the system doubles the history
of the works: the capture of the visible and sayable forms of knowledge calls for
capture between forms of knowledge and forces of power, which itself can only be
grasped by a topological displacement that doubles the coordinates of knowledge
(and the body of work up to the Archaeology of Knowledge in 1969) and the coordi-
nates of power (Discipline and Punish of 1975) with a new axis of coordinates: the
modes of subjectivation found in The History of Sexuality. For this reason, Deleuze
constantly clarifies that this final move is by no means a “repentance” or a return to
the subject, but rather an entirely new elaboration of the Form-subject with respect
to the forces that compose this history of forms.

How does the dimension of knowledge renew the question of history? We
have a relation of knowledge with history. Knowledge is the object of an “extrac-
tion” (epistemology) and not of a hermeneutic (phenomenology). Herein lies the
merit of Foucault: his “principle of exteriority.” “There is nothing before knowl-
edge,” and history is constituted by epistemology; there is “nothing underneath
knowledge,” no originary experience, but there do exist “things outside of knowl-
edge.”” Hence the strong affirmation that our relationship to history is not phe-
nomenological but epistemological, an affirmation that transforms the status of
history as much as that of knowledge, which becomes a “historical function,” a
practical assemblage (agencement), an “apparatus” (dispositifj of statements and
visibilities” instead of subsisting in a purely intellectual dimension. As knowledge
(savoir) becomes a practice, so too does history become a specific branch of know-
ing (connaissance).
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The strata are “historical formations, positivities, or empiricities”* composed of
two modes, seeing and saying, visibilities and statements. Knowledge (savoir), com-
posed by these two “elements of stratification,” “has two irreducible poles.””” Each
stratum of knowledge is thus composed of foldings of things visible and sayable,
and it is the task of archaeology to “extract” them (Deleuze uses the same term in
Bacon to characterize the logic of sensation). Consequently, epistemology supplants
phenomenology in Foucault.

How does this epistemology, which extracts and produces history as a knowl-
edge rather than an experience, proceed in the case of each of the two poles? Epis-
temology defines the “new” relation to history that escapes “the philosophers of
history” and teleological discourses; yet it is also not simply the work done by the
historian. It is a matter of “extracting” from the beds of sayabilities and visibilities
their transcendental conditions. Here Foucault’s neo-Kantian side is evident. The
archive itself is not solely theoretical or enunciative; it is indissociable from vis-
ibilities, which do not themselves belong exclusively to the domain of vision, but
are rather complexes of actions and passions, actions and reactions — multisensorial
complexes that come to light.”" Foucault lays bare, in a given “unity of the stra-

tum”™?

at a moment of knowledge, the transcendental “conditions” of statements as
well as those for visibilities. In short, statements and visibilities should not be con-
founded with things said or things seen. Statements (énoncés) must be “extracted”
from words and visibilities from things. They must be plotted as conditions that are
immanent but imperceptible, not hidden, but visible only through the operation of
transcendental extraction.

For each of the two heterogeneous modes of the archive, the archaeologist exposes
the transcendental conditions immanent to the given conditioned. If the conditioned
is the inscribed or the given (to give two examples: for the form of the statement,
legislation; for the form of visibility, the prison), the work of philosophy on the his-
tory of forms consists in a “dermatology” of strata or art of surfaces thanks to which
the surface of inscription immanent to the inscribed can appear. Archacology thus
becomes the “constitution of a surface of inscription.”” Deleuze calls attention to
the Kantianism of this way of working: “this investigation of conditions constitutes a
sort of neo-Kantianism in Foucault.”* Yet this neo-Kantianism is to be understood
through the reworking that Deleuze himself performed on Kant in Difference and
Repetition. The transcendental is not a logical or mental possible that preexists that
given; the conditions are not larger than the conditioned. “Real” and not “possible,”
although neither readable nor sayable, the conditions are virtual rather than actual.
For this reason, “Statements are never directly readable or even sayable, although
they are not hidden,” for they are a real but virtual transcendental condition. The
same holds for visibilities. These conditions can be called “empirical” precisely inas-
much as they are not transcendental in the Kantian sense of conditions of possibility
belonging to the structure of human subjectivity. Instead, they are exposed directly
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in real experience. In this vein, Deleuze can speak of a transcendental empiricism
during the period of Difference and Repetition. Real, they are not however actual, and
from this point of view, they can be said to be “empirical” or given since they must
be effectuated by epistemological extraction and do not precede it. The transcen-
dental in Foucault is to be distinguished from the transcendental in Kant or in phe-
nomenology: there is no reduction to a transcendental structure of lived experience.
Consequently, there is nothing behind that which is said or seen, and each epoch says
everything it can say. Nothing hidden, nothing anterior, no origin — but an effective
condition that is not visible, real but not actual before its epistemological extraction
that exhibits its transcendental immanence. The statements only become legible in
relations with their “conditions,” which “constitute their inscription in an ‘enun-
ciative’ bedrock™® virtually demanded by them. This bedrock did not preexist their
actualization, just as “an epoch does not preexist the statements that express it or the
visibilities that fill it.” Thus, “what Foucault takes from history is that determina-
tion of visible and articulable features [des énongables] unique to each age which goes
beyond any behavior, mentality, or set of ideas since it makes these things possible.”’

Archaeology has “two poles,” but “from one stratum to the other, the visibles
and the stateables are transformed at the same time, although not according to
the same rules.” The transcendental conditions thus refer to this “capture” of the
forms of saying and seeing, forms heterogeneous but simultaneous (statements
are able “to slide themselves into the interstices of seeing” and the visibilities do
likewise with saying), so much so that Deleuze insists at the same time on the
heterogeneity and on indiscernibility of the two forms: “We speak, we see, and
we make see, at the same time, although they are not the same thing and the two
differ in nature.”®

The work of Archaeology is not confined then to extracting transcendental con-
ditions of seeing and speaking, but must also give an account of the modalities of
their disjointed coexistence. Deleuze here takes up and applies to Foucault his own
analysis of capture, which had served, from Kafka to A Thousand Plateaus, as a
means to think a non-dialectical relation between several terms taken together as an
ensemble in a “block of becoming.” His principal example is the capture of the wasp
and the orchid (developed, for example, in Rhizome), a capture that transforms both
while maintaining their heterogeneity.

In short, each stratum, each historical formation, each positivity, is made up of
the interweaving of determinant utterances and determinable units of visibility,
inasmuch as they are heterogeneous, though this heterogeneity does not prevent
their mutual insertion.”

Capture, which serves to determine the neo-Kantianism of Foucault, assumes
two connected functions: methodologically, it gives an account of the growth in
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dimensions that takes place within the body of work; philosophically, it exposes
the relationship between history and becoming, or rather the manner in which
the stratified forms are composed with the forces that remain exterior to them.
The Archaeology of Knowledge adds to Foucaults earlier undertakings the distinc-
tion between discursive formations (statements) and non-discursive formations
(milieu),® between which neither “correspondence,” “isomorphism,” “direct cau-
sality, nor symbolization” can be established. In consequence, archaeology plays
the role of a hinge between these two forms. From the Archaeology to Discipline and
Punish, Deleuze notes the emergence of an assignable status for the non-discursive
forms and the appearance of the form of visibility, which “haunts the entirety of
Foucault’s work” and which permits the determination of “the form of the vis-
ible in its difference from the form of the sayable.” The problem then is to think
the relation between these two forms that “do not cease to enter into contact,
to insinuate themselves into each other, each tearing segments from the other,”®
all the while remaining distinct, even as the statement takes a certain precedence
over the visibility. Consider, for example, how at the beginning of the nineteenth
century, the correlation between masses and population became visible at the same
time that medical statements conquered new sayables. Capture formalizes this rela-
tionship between two forms that are both heterogeneous and yet concomitant.
Sometimes Deleuze calls this relation a non-relation in order to underline its per-
sistent heterogeneity without reducing it to a correspondence, a causality between
sociology and ideology, or a subsumption under a superior “common” form.” In
this manner, Deleuze is close to the theory of capture in the Kantian schematism,
which articulates the spontaneity of the categories and the receptivity of intuition,
thought and sensibility, all the while maintaining their disjunction and difference
in nature: “and yet, there is no common form, there is no conformity, not even
correspondence,”® but rather “interlacing” (entrelacs) — almost a fold — “hetero-
geneity” and “co-adaptation” of forms* whose “mutual insertion” characterizes a
historical stratum.

In short, each stratum, each historical formation, each positivity, is made up of
the interweaving of determinant utterances and determinable units of visibility,
inasmuch as they are heterogeneous, though this heterogeneity does not prevent
their mutual insertion.®

The general condition of statements in discursive formations not only refers back
to their “capture” in non-discursive forms of visibility; this condition of the cap-
ture of forms also is revealed, alongside knowledge, as the play of forces of power.
For “it is not enough that the co-adaptation of the two forms is not impeded;
co-adaptation must be positively produced through a new instance comparable to
what Kant called the ‘schematism.””* This new instance is power.
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FroMm HisTORY TO BECOMING

The historical stratum of the audiovisual archive of knowledge actualizes relations
of forces. It is thus animated at each point by the relations of unstratified forces
that constitute power. In passing from the figure of the archivist in 7he Archaeology
of Knowledge to that of the surveyor in Discipline and Punish, knowledge acquires
its practical dimension as assemblage (agencement) or apparatus (dispositif], and is
to be understood as a practical theory of multiplicities. On the one hand, knowl-
edge is led back to the forces that constitute it: Deleuze’s enduring idea, already
theorized in the first book on Nietzsche, is that forms are only relations of forces.
Consequently, knowledge is indissociable from power and refers back to strategies,
which are the dimension of its constitution. Deleuze is thus able to grasp the change
in trajectory in Foucault’s work — from the analysis of representations in the epis-
temological order characteristic of 7he Order of Things and the Archacology to the
analysis of punitive practices in Discipline and Punish — as an integration: relations
of knowledges integrate relations of forces, and, as actualization, stratified knowl-
edges actualize powers.”” Furthermore, the relation between power and knowledge
actualizes the relations of the forces of becoming in the forms of history. The strati-
fied forms of knowledge are defined by way of power, itself defined as a diagram of
forces, so that there is a “primacy” of strategic forces of power to stratified forms of
knowledge; these forces, which remain on the side of knowledge and are irreduc-
ible to it, appear as knowledge’s “outside.” To define the diagram of power, Deleuze
refers back to the definition given by Foucault himself: “A function that must be
detached from every particular use” and from “every specific substance.”® Deleuze
specifies four properties: first, the diagram presents “the relations of forces proper
to a formation”; next, it redistributes the “powers of affecting and being affected”
that characterize relations of forces at a certain historical moment of actualization.
Additionally, it is becoming and not form because, in the midst of the stratum, it is
“a bubbling up of pure non-formalized function and pure unformed matters” — an
intensive mode of relations of forces, of nude matter not yet endowed with quali-
ties.” Finally, it is an “emission of singularities,””” so that it remains local and unsta-
ble, diffuse and non-localizable, because it is not incarnated in a determinate form
but remains exterior to forms. These four definitions bring us back to the intensive
nature of force and explain the primacy of power over knowledge: the constituted
form flows out of the play of constituting forces.

Between power and knowledge, becoming of forces and history of forms, we
must conceive the same type of capture as that which exists between the two forms
of knowledge: “between power and knowledge, there is a difference of nature or a
heterogeneity, but there is also mutual presupposition and capture.””' Here we can
conceive why history might hold out a positive interest, even as it is subordinated
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to becoming, not as a faulty concept, but rather as a constituted dimension of
becoming: second, but well-founded. For power, in its labile and intensive dimen-
sion, is historically actualized and individuated by taking form in knowledge, even
though it always presents the intensive side of knowledge. If the diagram is infor-
mal and always susceptible to transformation, it not, however, indeterminate or
ahistorical. Taken from the point of view of the strata whose intensive outside
it presents, the diagram is a becoming, but in itself, or from the point of view of
other diagrams of forces, it in fact takes on a historical characterization, such that,
for each historical form, a perfectly singular and dated diagram can be distin-
guished: Greek or Roman, disciplinary, or control-based. “Each stratified histori-
cal formation . . . refers back to a diagram of forces” that gives it an individuated
sociohistorical existence.”” The disciplinary diagram analyzed in Discipline and
Punish is distinguishable from the earlier Sovereignty; the singularized diagrams
are much like the “abstract machines” of Anti-Oedipus and A Thousand Plateaus:
neither transhistorical universals nor abstract generic concepts, they determine an
intensive face or side in coexistence, that is, a concomitant becoming in the strata.
Indeed, we must admit that the diagram, differentiated in its singularity, presents
in itself this vibration of history and becoming. Historical insofar as it determines
a given strata and is singularized, independent but indissociable from the strata
that it animates and that in turn impart to it a form, the diagram always presents
the becoming of the strata. It is not “outside of” (en dehors) the strata but imma-
nent to them, historical; it presents their intensive “outside” (/e dehors), that which
composes their informal becoming. For this reason, the “the list” of diagrams is
“infinite, like that of the categories of power”:”
mined as the epistemological analyses of strata call for. The list of diagrams remains

? as many diagrams will be deter-

open, like that of the categories, with the result that it is even possible, for example,
to define, according to the needs of the analysis, an “interstratic” diagram such as
the Napoleonic one, intermediary between the strata of ancient sovereignty and
that of the “new society of discipline that it prefigures.” Individuated insofar as it
doubles a particular stratum, the diagram is not for all that a formed individual,
but rather a labile and moving complex of forces irreducible to any given form. In
this way, Deleuze maintains the tension between history and becoming, actual and
virtual — not only between knowledge and power, but within power itself.

Hence the preeminence of power over knowledge: the diagram is the “a priori of
the historical formation,” the condition of the relation between statements and vis-
ibilities of the audiovisual archive. It makes the subject a variable, a place, a subject-
function, and it orders the theory of language in Foucault that Deleuze found so
important and to which he always returned. Just as there is nothing beneath knowl-
edge, so too is there no beginning of language, in the sense of an origin attribut-
able to constituted subjects (Benveniste’s linguistic personalism, for example), to the
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inscription of a signifier (the structural position), or to a pre-predicative experience.’”*

The subject is determined by language and both are constituted by a historical a
priori that correlates the noetic and the pragmatic within a stratum of knowledge
irreducible to a founding consciousness; this a priori holds within a “regime” or an
apparatus (dispositif’) of power, just as visibilities hold to the “machines” explored
in A Thousand Plateaus, arranging or assembling (agencant) power, social produc-
tion, and rationality. “Just as statements are inseparable from regimes, visibilities are
inseparable from machines,”” and these regimes and machines refer back to power
as their transcendental condition. The result is that power appears as the transcen-
dental condition of knowledge and as a fact, a “there is” irreducible to the formations
and necessary for elucidating them, an “absolute that is nevertheless historical,” a
“historical a priori.”” If the diagram is the a priori of the archive, “the a priori of
history are themselves historical.””

For this reason, we must insist on the coexistence of becoming and history
within the diagram of forces itself. As would be expected from the concept of cap-
ture, “between power and knowledge, there is a difference of nature or heterogene-
ity; but there is also mutual presupposition and capture.””® Just as the diagram is
determinative, so too does power take primacy over the form of knowledge, not
only because knowledges, especially the human sciences, are “inseparable from the
power relations which make them possible, and provoke forms of knowing (savoirs)
which are capable to varying extents of crossing an epistemological threshold or of
forming a definite body of knowledge (connaissance).”” Knowledge is thus worked
over by relations of power. Better, it is power that produces the true as problem.*
Indeed, the determining exteriority of relations of power guarantees that the Fou-
caultian approach to history is in fact an epistemology and not a phenomenology.
Nothing is anterior to knowledge, the forces are not an undifferentiated in-itself
or an antecedent experience, but the concrete element that knowledge puts into
form. There is then “nothing under knowledge,” but rather alongside it are rela-
tions of power, forces that do not fall under the domain of knowledge or what is
integrated in its operations. Power exists therefore in the same way as the statement
or the visibility, but alongside these forms, it guarantees the transcendental condi-
tion of knowledge: “Seeing and Saying are always already completely caught up in
the power relations that they presuppose and actualize.”® In this way, Foucault can
substitute an epistemology for a phenomenology of knowledge: no originary experi-
ence serves as the originary ground of knowledge, but rather everything is bathed in
a historical field of relations of forces.

We can even say that if no original, free and savage experience lies beneath
knowledge, as phenomenology would have it, it is because Seeing and Speaking
are always already completely caught up within power relations which they
presuppose and actualize.*’
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Capture thus defines the relation of heterogeneity but also of mutual presupposi-
tion that links power and knowledge. The relations of power remain “vanishing,
embryonic or virtual” without the strata that integrate and stabilize them; the
strata would have nothing to actualize without the “differential relations of power”
that traverse them and destratify them. Capture lays bare this “non-relation,” that
is, an indirect relation that lies in the “interstice” of their difference of nature.®
Herein lies the merit of the neo-Kantian version of capture: it ensures the relation
of heterogeneity and presupposition between forms of knowledge and forces of
power, just as much as it ensures the relation of forms of saying and seeing within
knowledge. In this way, the diagram in Foucault is “an analogue of the Kantian

schematism.”*

Foucault’s diagrammaticism, that is to say the presentation of pure relations
between forces or the emission of pure singularities, is therefore the analogue of
Kantian schematism: it is this that ensures the relation from which knowledge
flows, between the two irreducible forms of spontaneity and receptivity.*

The primacy of power follows from this. There is an “implication” between power
and knowledge, but a “presupposition or condition” between knowledge and
power.*® In other words, the diagram needs the strata, which confer on it a certain
stability, even though it is not reducible to the forms; it is also capable of com-
municating with other diagrams “according to another axis,” that of the redis-
tribution of forces, of their prospective capacity to change (resistance) or their
inertial refusal to change (feudal segments that subsist in disciplinary societies,
relations of forces conserved from earlier forms of domination). The diagram thus
needs the forms: only the strata confer on it “a stability that it does not have on
its own.”” But force, for its part, is essentially plural and variable, with the result
that the diagram, although it may well determine and relatively stabilize an histori-
cal ensemble of relations of forces, “does not exhaust the forces, which can enter
into other relations and into other compositions.”® For this reason, the diagram
borders the stratified strata and conserves in them pockets of resistance or inertial
strategic knots, cutting across the historical actuality of achronological becomings.
Hence the primacy of becoming over history, which replays the primacy of forces
to forms. “Becoming, change, and mutation concern the composing forces and not
the composed forms.”"

In consequence, the capture between stratified knowledge and unstratified
power is assured by the third dimension of Foucault’s work, the slow constitution
of an interiority, as the folding of the outside of forces. Just as, in the opposition
of becoming and history, we treated the break as a kind continuity and growth
of dimensions, so too do the subjectivation processes characterizing the final
part of Foucault’s work show that forces, outside of the diagrams of power that
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they guarantee, are capable of producing an apparatus (dispositif) irreducible to
knowledge and power: the dimension of the self, as produced interiority and
historical subjectivation. This third dimension reinforces the interest in history.
If “every form is a composite of relations of force,” the task of philosophy — and
in this it is different from the labor of historians — consists in asking, “the forces
being given,” “with what forms of the outside they entire into relation, and then
what form is created as a result.”” Foucault inaugurates a new philosophy of
history that inspects the stratified forms under the light of the forces that tra-
verse them and that confer upon them their actuality. For Deleuze, Foucault’s
contribution is this interest for forms, which is in no way incompatible with
the preeminence of becoming: “that every form is precarious is evident since it
depends upon relations of forces and on their mutations.”" But this preemi-
nence nevertheless require an epistemology of history and a diagnostic of forms:
it is what permits the analysis of the archive, knowledges being doubled by pow-
ers on the new axis of the fold of subjectivation. Foucault’s philosophy defines an
anthropology in becoming.

One needs to know with what other forces the forces within man enter into
a relation, in a given historical formation, and what form is created as a result
from this composite of forces.”

The relationship that Deleuze institutes between history and becoming is thus clari-
fied. Dualism, he notes with respect to Foucault, can harden into difference of sub-
stance (Descartes) or of faculties (Kant); it can also be understood as a “provisional
stage that is surpassed,” as in Bergson or Spinoza. In Foucault, however, it is a mat-

ter of a “preparatory redistribution within a pluralism,””
y

a solution eminently valid
as well for the relation between becoming and history. If “there is a history of assem-
blages (agencements), as there is a becoming of diagrams,” if “the history of forms,
the archive, is doubled by a becoming of forces, the diagram,”* history and becom-
ing are not opposed to one another and are not superseded in a common form, but
rather subsist in their heterogeneous but provisional distribution, which translates
the co-existing modes of reality. They respond to the modal vibration of the actual
and the virtual, composing the plural but immanent multiplicity of reality.

As the analysis of crisis showed, history, to the extent that it is a given and fac-
tual actualization, is the condition of determination of rupture, but in the sense of
“negative conditions.” History can nevertheless be taken as a determining condi-
tion, for every virtual is actualized, just as every actual is bordered by an intensive
side or face. History is the condition of possibility of crisis, not the authority that
legitimates it, explains it, or renders it necessary. Crisis escapes the historical, but
requires history as its dimension of actualization.
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History isnt experimentation, it’s only the set of conditions, negative condi-
tions almost, that make it possible to experience, experiment with, something
beyond history. Without history, the experiments would remain indeterminate,
divorced from any particular conditions, but the experimentation itself is philo-

sophical rather than historical.”

Crisis thus ultimately proposes a theory of creation as well as a theory of history,
and in this measure it is valid as method for a renewed history of philosophy. The
principles of reading that Deleuze applies to Foucault flow from this method. A
principle of exhaustivity: read everything, take everything, in a thought; a principle
of historicity: be attentive to the crises and events, to the “hours of the thought”;
to this is added the principle of experimentation: “Never interpret, experience,

”% According to the first principle, what counts in a work is the work

experiment.
as a whole (systematics). But according to the second, it is the passages by which
a thought “will have been” (dynamics). According the third principle, thought’s
shakes and jolts, as well its very systematicity in the process of becoming, can only
be grasped together from within the midst of its becoming. What Deleuze says of
Foucault applies as much to the creativity of his own system as to the coexistence of

becoming in history.

The thing is, his thought consists of tracing out and exploring one dimension
after the other in a way that has its own creative necessity, but no one dimen-
sion is contained in another. I’s like a broken line whose various orientations
reflect unforeseeable, unexpected events (Foucault was always “surprising” his
readers”).”
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CHAPTER 11

Foucault and the “Image Of Thought”:
Archaeology, Genealogy, and the Impetus

of Transcendental Empiricism'

KeviN THOMPSON

In what follows I want to examine Foucault’s critical engagement, his Auseinanderset-
zung, with Deleuze’s transcendental empiricism.” This, of course, is a wide-ranging,
complex, multifaceted, and, in many ways, diffuse topic as the encounter lasted over
many years and went through significant permutations and shifts in response to
developments in the thought and the lives of each of its participants. Accordingly,
I want to explore here just one element of this engagement: the decisive role played
by Deleuze’s critique of the traditional representationalist image of thought and his
proposal for a discordant accord of thinking — one that would, as he famously put
it, take its bearings from a “fundamental encounter” — in the creation of Foucaults
genealogical method.

It is well known that, throughout his early works, Foucault consistently rec-
ognized that discursive formations, the objects of archacological investigation, are
nothing other than series of events possessing a variable, though tenuously stable,
regularity, that they are a complex of positions (for objects, subjects, and concepts)
and sequences (strategies) and nothing more. But he was also clear that because
the archaeological method unearths the transcendental historical conditions that
govern the positions and strategies within a discursive formation, it was beyond
its purview to account for exactly how shifts and ruptures from one epistéme to
another were produced, what Foucault called at the time the problem of “epistemo-
logical causality” (DE 1II, 12).

Now my contention is that it was Foucault’s engagement during the period
from 1970 to 1971 with Deleuze’s transcendental empiricism, and especially
as this was elaborated in Différence et répétition, that enabled him to solve the
dilemma of epistemological causality and that the invention of the genealogical
method, as a supplement to archaeology, was nothing less than its result.’” The
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evidence for this claim lies, I argue, in the first lecture course that Foucault deliv-
ered at the Collége de France, from December 1970 through March 1971, a
course he entitled, “La volonté de savoir.” In particular, as I shall show, it lies in
this course’s account of the role of “ordeal (épreuve)”* and that of practices of oath-
taking in the genesis of the basic historical forms of the will to know.

The essay is divided into three parts. The first oudlines the conceptual space
within which the method of archaeological investigation and the problem of
“epistemological causality” emerged within Foucault’s work. The second turns to
the 1971 lecture course and reconstructs its analysis of the relationship between dis-
tinct forms of knowledge and their basis in different types of jurisprudence as these
develop in Ancient Greece. The essay concludes by arguing that this analysis marks
a critical appropriation of Deleuze’s concept of the emergence of thought from
the shock of the sensible and with it the development of the concept of “power-
knowledge” and, thus, the proper invention of Foucaults distinctive method of
genealogical investigation.

In order to understand the significance of the critical encounter between Foucault
and Deleuze, we must begin by reconstructing some elements of the conceptual
space (Denkraum) within which Foucault’s distinctive method of historical inquiry
emerged.

This space was formed by a constellation of thought defined by, among other
moments, the unique French tradition of epistemology, a tradition that takes the
history of the formal, natural, and social sciences to be a laboratory for the forma-
tion and testing of model of knowledge. In particular, this constellation was defined
by Jean Cavailles’s — arguably, the source, along with his teacher, Léon Brunschvicg,
of this tradition — enigmatic thesis that a truly comprehensive theory of the distinc-
tive form of historicity endemic to scientific rationality, what he famously termed
“the continual revision of contents by elaboration (approfondissement) and erasure
(rature)” (SLTS, 78/OC, 560)°, had to be rooted in a “philosophy of the concept”
where discontinuity arises, as he put it, from “the necessity of a dialectic” (SLTS,
78/0C, 560). Foucault can be said to have developed his own unique historical
method by thinking the problem of historical discontinuity or rupture within the
parameters laid down by, and by that I mean, with and against, Cavailles’s dialectic.®
But what exactly does this really mean?

Cavailles argued that the history of science is a history of revolution and inno-
vation. One science surpasses another not simply by realizing the axioms of a pre-
vious theory, but by posing fundamentally new insights and new concepts that
overturn what had preceded them and that move in new, unpredictable directions.
Now, what drives this historical process, according to Cavailles, that is, the necessity
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paradoxically at work in such a movement, is the necessary failure of any axiomatic
system to be able to reach closure, to attain saturation.

Appropriating Gddel’s second incompleteness theorem as a model for the
historicity of scientific rationality, Cavailles holds that every theory is inherently
fractured — it contains a set of necessarily unresolvable, open problems — and it
is thereby necessarily rendered open to its own evolution. It is this inherent struc-
tural incompleteness of any axiomatic system that compels each and every theory,
from within itself, to surpass itself; one theory breaking out of the prior structure,
incorporating its contents, and marking its superiority precisely by means of its
discontinuity, its rupture, with the preceding theory. In sum, then, a “dialectic of
concepts” renders the historicity of science, “the continual revision of contents by
elaboration (approfondissement) and erasure (rature)”, intelligible by uncovering
the generative necessity of incompleteness that is immanent in the very nature of
scientific theory itself.

Now, for all its promise, Cavailles’s program nonetheless left behind profound
problems that came to shape its subsequent legacy and defined the conceptual space
it opened. For our purposes here I want to consider just two of these issues, both
having to do with the very nature of the historical dialectic that Cavailles proposed.

The first problem concerns its content. The dialectic of the concept articulates
historical discontinuities in science in terms of one theory surpassing another by
virtue of the subsequent theory incorporating the undecidable propositions, the
open problems, in the preceding theory. The dialectic of surpassing preserves a fun-
damental line of continuity in the substance of such a development. One theory
follows upon another by incorporating what exceeded the axiomatic confines of
its predecessor’s conceptual structure. But this model fails to capture the kind of
profound breaks that often occur between theories.

The second problem has to do with the form of the historicity of science. Cavailles's
incorporative model clearly rejects any finality of teleological necessity and, in doing
$0, it opens the movement of historical transformation to a degree of contingency. But
by conceiving a theory’s need to surpass itself as arising from its own inherent structural
incompleteness, and thus as a feature endemic to any theoretical configuration, the
model still retains the form of necessity and this renders it incapable of taking sufficient
account of the profound arbitrariness and caprice to which the historical record so
often testifies.

With the outlines of these questions now in place, I want to turn to a discussion
of Foucault’s early methodology.

Foucault’s archaeological method, building on the work of others — principal
among them, of course, Georges Canguilhem — follows Cavailles in moving from
the domain of formal logic, as the normative methodology of science, to the actual
practices of knowledge creation, from method to theoretical inquiry itself. This
is clearly signaled by archaeology’s commitment to the field of positivity,” that is,
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to knowledge, as Foucault puts it, as the “tangled web (/échevean)” of statements
(énoncés) (AS, 165). From this commitment came the insight that statements serve
specific social roles, what Foucault called their “enunciative function”: they define,
delimit, and construct the objects abour which they speak; they signal the subject
positions from which they are posited; they indicate the broader coexistent network
of statements in which they operate; and, finally, they betray the institutional set-
tings by which they are sustained (cf. AS, Part III, Chapter 2). To describe statements
in their positivity is thus to describe their inscription within a specific “discursive
formation”: a coherent unity defined not by the existent state of affairs in which
these statements happen to be caught up, but by the set of rules governing what
can count as an object, a subject, a concept, and even a strategy for a network of
statements. It is therefore by fulfilling these conditions, Foucault argues, that an
ensemble of statements is able to emerge and endure as a cohesive regularity, a body
of knowledge comprised of material truth claims, rather than as a mere collection
of signs.

Archaeology can, then, to this extent at least, properly be seen as an important
elaboration of the kind of immanent analysis of knowledge that Cavailles’s philoso-
phy of the concept had already initiated and that the tradition of historical episte-
mology in general had sought to develop. But it is also precisely here that Foucault
introduces what is clearly a decisive innovation in this tradition: historical disconti-
nuity is not a matter, he contends, of a change simply in the content of knowledge;
the rupture or break between one system and another is not a matter of a trans-
formation in what is being asserted. The break takes place, rather, on the plane of
the conditions for the formation of discursive regularity. That is, the historicality of
knowledge is endemic to the rules to which a statement must adhere to count as a
statement, rather than to the objects about which they make claims.® These rules are
neither a mere empirical pattern, nor the transcendental logic of constitutive sub-
jectivity; rather, they comprise the anonymous transcendental field, what Foucault
famously called the “historical a priori”, that conditions what is known and said in
a historical epoch (cf. AS, Part III, Chapter 5).

Fidelity to knowledge claims in their positivity, then, entails nothing less than
a commitment to their dispersion, just as Cavailles taught. The history of science
is indeed “the continual revision of contents.” But such revision is far more radi-
cal than any “claboration (approfondissement) and erasure (rature)” (SLTS, 78/0C,
560) of one system surpassing another by incorporating its precursor’s undecidable
propositions could permit. The historical revolutions that define the development
of scientific rationality are historical mutations at the level of the a priori condi-
tions under which discursive bodies of knowledge are forged. To remain faithful to
the positivity of knowledge thus means that one science or practice cannot be said
simply to elaborate and erase the other. Historical discontinuity is a rupture in the
very structure of order itself.
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Archaeology is thus borne out of a confrontation with the nature of the content
of Cavailles’s dialectic and a profound embrace of a type of historical inquiry that
seeks to remain more faithful to knowledge in all its positivity, a type of inquiry
that grasps the very being of knowledge in the unearthing of the shifting historico-
transcendental plane that structures it.

And yet, despite the important advances of archacology, the method still leaves
open the other question that it inherits from Cavailles and that defines the concep-
tual space within which it operates: the problem of the form of discontinuity. Recall
that although Cavailles’s incorporative model of historicity, rooted in his appropria-
tion of Godel’s second incompleteness theorem, clearly rejects any kind of simple
teleological necessity, it nonetheless still affirms that each and every scientific theory
is compelled to surpass itself by virtue of its necessary structural incompleteness.
Foucault, along with others working in this same tradition, clearly saw that this
model of historical change fundamentally fails to take account of the profound arbi-
trariness and caprice — in a word, the aleatoriness — of the historical record. But this
insight did not, in and of itself, indicate a way out. If archaeology shows that histori-
cal change is a matter of wholly arbitrary shifts in the a priori structures of knowl-
edge, that this is where the historicity of science resides, then this still leaves open
the question of how a new set of rules of order, a new historical a priori, can emerge?
That is to say, if archaeology is a resolutely descriptive discipline, descriptive of his-
torical transformation, it leaves open the question of historical causation: why the
reigning historical a priori, the epistéme or archive, of one age gives way to another?
This is what Foucault called the problem of “causality in the order of knowledge
(savoir)” or “epistemological causality” (DE II, 12) and he clearly acknowledged it
as an open question left unanswered, even unanswerable, within the methodologi-
cal strictures of archacological inquiry. Archaeology, working within the space of
Cavailles’ dialectic, thus reformulates the question of the form of discontinuity, but
for all that, it still leaves the issue intact.

Now, given this context — namely Foucaults struggle with the problem of epis-
temological causality within the heritage of the tradition of historical epistemol-
ogy — I would like to show why Deleuze’s transcendental empiricism proved to be,
for Foucault, an, perhaps even the, essential catalyst that enabled him to think the
aleatoriness of historical change and thus provided him a way beyond the confines
of the conceptual space of Cavailles’s dialectic.

IT

Two items amongst Foucault’s publications in 1970—1 amply testify to the intense
engagement with Deleuze’s thought that he was pursuing during this pivotal
period: the first, the famous review of Logique du sens [1969] and Différence et

répétition [1969], “Theatrum philosophicum™, the second, “Cordre du discours”,

204



Foucaurr anD THE “IMAGE OF THOUGHT”

Foucault’s inaugural lecture at the College de France. Though the latter does not
mention Deleuze explicitly, to anyone attentive to the announcement of its cen-
tral philosophical ambition — that to think the event of discourse demands a
“materialism of the incorporeal” (OD, 60), which is a clear reference to the con-
cept of “incorporeal materiality” (DE II, 79) that Foucault had earlier, in the
review, invented to denote, albeit hesitantly, Deleuze’s liminal philosophy of the
phantasm — it clearly indicates that the setting for the investigations he outlines is
that of transcendental empiricism.

But as suggestive as these references and allusions may be, they do not, in the
end, allow us to get at the core of the engagement of Foucault with Deleuze’s
thought. More precisely, they fail to indicate the profound role played by the image
of thought in this encounter and, as such, in the actual creation of the genealogi-
cal method, for although Foucault employs the term ‘genealogy’ in the inaugu-
ral lecture and even assigns it quite specific tasks having to do with the problem
of the strange aleatoriness of epistemological causation (what he called there, the
“dispersed, discontinuous, and regular” constitution of discursive formations), he
did not as yet possess the core methodological concept that defines the distinctive
concern of genealogy: power-knowledge.'’ For this, we must turn to the 1970-1
lecture course.

In its opening session, held just a week after the inaugural lecture, Foucault tells
us that the fundamental aim of the lecture course is to develop a “morphology of
the will to know” (LVS, 3). Now, though Deleuze’s work is not treated explicitly
in any of the lectures, it is clear that the account of the two forms of the “will to
know” that organizes the entire course — the so-called natural desire for knowledge,
which Foucault associates principally with Aristotle, and the violent struggle of
instinct and desire that invents knowledge, as a surface effect, for its own ends, which
Foucault identifies with Nietzsche — is nothing other than an historicized version of
the representational and differential models of thought around which Différence er
répétition pivots. On Foucaults reading, the Aristotelian will to know is predicated
on a fundamental harmony between natural instinct, desire, and truth such that the
attainment of an accord between a statement and the state of affairs that it seeks to
depict, apophantic (propositional) truth, results in a feeling of deep and profound
satisfaction. While the Nietzschean, or as Foucault also terms it here, the Sophistic
form, treats knowledge itself as secondary to the conflict for domination and control
between instincts, interests, desires, and fears. Knowledge is thus here the creation of
a weapon in service to a more fundamental struggle. Hence, rather than an accord
between desire and knowledge, the Nietzschean or Sophistic form posits ongoing
war with momentary, ever fragile truces.

Now the core of the lecture course is dedicated to demonstrating that the
supposedly natural desire to pursue the satisfaction unique to knowledge (the
Aristotelian form) is not, in fact, natural at all, that is to say, that it is not original,
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but rather that it emerged by virtue of a subtle, but nonetheless, profound trans-
formation from the struggle of the instincts (the Nietzschean form). The historical
deduction proceeds in two steps: (1) the first establishes that knowledge claims, in
general, are rooted in juridical discourse and its associated practices, the techniques
for the determination of guilt and innocence (Lecture V: 27 January 1971); (2)
the second shows that it was by way of the transformation of these juridical prac-
tices that the Aristotelian form was invented out of the Nietzschean form (Lectures
VI-VII: 3-10 February 1971).

In the first step, Foucault shows that, in the Archaic Age in Greece (750-500
BCE), decisions about guilt or innocence were not a matter of detached, impartial
judgment, but rather the outcome of a violent battle or contest between two adver-
saries and their supporters, e.g., Menelaus and Antilochus or Achilles and Hector, a
struggle Foucault terms “the ordeal of truth (/éprenve de la véritd)” (LVS, 73). Truth
here is thus a force confronted and found 77 the struggle, not outside it or as its reso-
lution. By the Classical Age (500-336 BCE) and certainly by the Hellenistic Period
(336-146 BCE), rules for establishing truth claims in such disputes had become set-
tled and testimony and evidence were taken to be the essential determinants of the
case. With this emerged the central formative idea that truth is to be decided based
solely upon a complete review of relevant testimony and evidence by those whose
sole role in the process is as “bearers (porteurs)” or “proclaimers (énonciatenrs)” of
truth (LVS, 70), judges. Foucault concludes that the forms of knowledge that he
has isolated, namely the harmonious and discordant models of the will to know, are
intertwined with the roles that truth claims play in pre-law and law-governed juris-
prudence and that the historical record indicates that the former (the Aristotelian
model) arose out of the latter (the Nietzschean model).

Foucault takes this last claim as the point of departure for the second step of his
historical analysis and turns to a examination of the techniques involved. His focus
is the shifting nature of oaths in juridical practice during these periods. Specifically,
he traces the shift from the discordant model to the harmonious model of jurispru-
dence and their attendant forms of the will to know to the historical transformation
registered in the transition from juridical oaths conceived in terms of dwkalew (to
judge, to ordain, to decide) in the Homeric Age to that of kpivewv (to decide, to
judge) in the Classical Period. ducaewv, he argues, refers to the oath or pledge that
each adversary takes to the battle itself before they enter into it, that is, into the
ordeal that they have entrusted to decide their dispute, while kptvetv denotes the
oath or pledge taken by a disinterested party, the judge, whose verdict alone is to
decide the outcome of the dispute in question (LVS, 84-94).

Now each of these practices is clearly a specific technique of power whereby the
one taking the pledge binds or commits themselves to abide by something other
than themselves, whether this be, as in the former, each of the disputant’s commit-
ment to abide by the results of the battle, their pledge to the battle itself, or, as in the
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latter, the judge’s dedication to the impartiality of the law. And the transformation
from one to the other signals a shift, according to Foucault, from knowledge as risk
and gamble, even experience though Foucault does not employ the term in this way
here,"" to knowledge derived from careful, detached consideration and deliberation
on facts and witnesses. As such, it marks the invention of the Aristotelian will to
know out of the prior Nietzschean (Sophistic) form.

III

Now, at this point, we rightly ask: how does this perhaps otherwise highly interest-
ing analysis tell us anything at all about the way in which transcendental empiricism
enabled Foucault to address the defining problem of epistemological causality, the
problem of the form of historical discontinuity, and what does it have to say about
the way in which this led him to create his distinctive genealogical method?

Let me briefly discuss each of these concerns in turn. As I noted above, I believe
that Foucault’s framing of the lecture course around the two forms of the will to
know is an appropriation of Deleuze’s distinction between the representationalist
(dogmatic) and differential (critical) images of thought. Crucial to this distinction,
for Deleuze, is the twofold claim — claims which together constitute the core epis-
temological doctrines of transcendental empiricism — that (1) the genuinely critical
form of thought arises out of and thinks through the shock of the sensible, what
Deleuze calls a “fundamental encounter (rencrontre fondamentale)” (DR, 182), and
(2) that the object of this encounter is, as he puts it, “not a quality but a sign” (DR,
182), that is to say, what genuinely critical thought ultimately apprehends, what it
grasps, is not some property (quality) of an intuitable object, but rather, the very
being of the sensible itself, the virtual differensation (ideal synthesis)/intensive dif-
ferencdation (asymmetrical synthesis), whereby all that is, is constituted as “centers
of envelopment” (DR, 329 and 359-360).

Now, with respect to the first claim (the relationship of encounter and thought),
Foucaults decisive move is to shift the distinction between the images of thought
from the domain of abstract systematics, as they are portrayed in Différence et répé-
tition, to the dense and unsettling terrain of history. Foucault was thus able to show
that the “encounter” that calls forth the discordant accord of thought, the Nietzs-
chean will to know, was, at its inception, a concrete struggle, an ordeal, by virtue of
which the claim(s) of one adversary are vindicated over against those of another: as
such, le rencontre est [épreuve. And, furthermore, that the transformation that this
historical setting undergoes, marked in the shift from the Homeric dwéew to the
Classical kpivetv, is the genesis of the harmonious (dogmatic) form of knowledge.
This historicized version of transcendental empiricism thus enabled Foucault to
conceive of a profoundly non-reductive relationship between knowledge and social
(in this case, juridical) practices and the wholly capricious, aleatory nature of the
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historical mutation of these kinds of practices, here, from dwélew to kpivew, pro-
vided him the conceptual model to think “causation in the order of knowledge”
beyond the confines of immanent necessitation. Oath-taking in the Homeric Age
did not, due to its own structural incompleteness, need to surpass itself and take
on a different configuration in the Classical Age. The shift was nothing other than
a secondary effect of a random play of relations, a system of regularity thrown off
by this game, not its intended result. Transcendental empiricism showed Foucault
the necessity of thinking the encounter of thought and practice, the shock of the
sensible, and thus, in turn, enabled him to conceive the transformation of discursive
formations and the transcendental-historical rules that govern them in terms of
the contingency and randomness of this domain. The entanglement of power and
knowledge therefore opened the pathway to genealogical analysis. Transcendental
empiricism thus allowed Foucault to see epistemological historical causation, the
change from one historical a priori to another, as nothing more than the result of an
array of divergent series falling into and out of configurations.

Following from this insight, and turning now to the second claim (the object
of the encounter), the historicized version of transcendental empiricism enabled
Foucault to see, as we have already suggested, that the proper object of historical
investigation was not simply knowledge or discourse, but the intertwinement of
these with the specific techniques that sanction and enforce them, that is to say,
practices of power. The real creation of genealogy as a distinctive method of histori-
cal inquiry occurs then precisely at this point. But note that, contrary to many stan-
dard readings, the genealogical method is not engendered by the purported inability
to render the notion of the historical a priori anything more than an empirical
pattern, but rather by the struggle to conceive historical transformation — trans-
formation of the very epochal rules of discursive formations themselves — beyond
the confines of Cavailles’ paradigm.'” Genealogy is therefore not the abandonment
of the transcendental for the terrain of the empirical. What Foucault’s analyses of
the historical genesis of the discordant and harmonious forms of the will to know
showed him was that what is to be grasped in the murk and mire of history is not
simply empirical facts and patterns, but that these are signs/symptoms that indicate,
literally, point to, the shifting sets of rules that govern the space of possibility for
what can be said, what can be known, what can be felt, and what can be done: the
matrix of power-knowledge. Genealogy, for Foucault, is thus, as Deleuze had said
in Nietzsche et la philosophie (1962), a kind of “symptomatology and a semeiology”:
it takes the chance events of the historical record and apprehends in them the
transcendental historical structures that envelop them. Genealogy is thus what
transcendental empiricism necessarily becomes when the encounter proves to be
irremediably historical.

In sum, then, I have argued that Foucaults critical engagement with transcen-
dental empiricism was the catalyst, the impetus, that enabled him to solve the
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dilemma of epistemological causality and that the invention of the genealogical
method, as a supplement to archacology, was nothing less than its result. But our
study of this moment in Foucault’s intellectual itinerary allows us to go one step
further: it allows us to see that one of the points of convergence in this encounter is
a question that lurks behind the work of each figure during this formative period:
Was heifSt Denken? What is it that we call thinking? What has it historically meant
to think? What is it to think rightly, critically? and What calls us, commands us
even, to think?"

And yet, that what compels us to think for Deleuze is the virtual/intensive being
of the sensible, while, for Foucault, it is the historical a priori also suggests where
they might be said to diverge: the ineluctable historicity of the transcendental.

NOTES

1. I'want to thank Kieran Aarons for his comments on an earlier version of this essay.
2. All references to Foucault’s works are included in the text according to the following
scheme of abbreviation:
AS  Larchéologie du savoir (Paris: Gallimard, 1969)
OD  Lordre du discours (Paris: Gallimard, 1971)
DE  Dits et écrits. 1954—1988, 4 vols. (Paris: Gallimard, 1994)
LVS  Legons sur la volonté de savoir. Cours au College de France, 1970-1971, suivi de Le
Savoir d’Edipe (Paris: Gallimard/Seuil, 2011)

All references to Deleuze’s works are included in the text according to the following
scheme of abbreviation:
DR Différence et répétition (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1968)

All references to Cavailles’s works are included in the text according to the following

scheme of abbreviation:

SLIS  Sur la logique et la théorie de la science (Paris: Presses Universitaires de France,
1947)

OC  Euwvres complétes de philosophie des sciences (Paris: Hermann, 1994)

3. In pursuing this line of inquiry, I am seeking to develop Daniel Defert’s comments
about the significance of Deleuze’s thought, and specifically that set forth in Différence
et répétition, for Foucault during this period and in this lecture course, in particular. For
Defert’s account, see his “Situation du cours” (LVS, 266-75).

4. The term could also be translated as “trial” or “test.” I have chosen “ordeal” in order to
preserve the sense of an undertaking, a journey even, that is endured, an exploration by
which one’s abilities are tested and measured.

5. Foucault quotes this passage in his Introduction to the 1978 English translation of
Canguilhem’s The Normal and the Pathological attributing it to Cavailles, but without
specifying an exact reference. See “Introduction par Michel Foucault” (DE III, 435);
and the revised version of this text that Foucault submitted for publication in 1984, “La
vie: lexpérience et la science” (DE 1V, 770).
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6.

10.

I have sought to establish the importance of Cavailless work for Foucault in a previous
study, “Historicity and Transcendentality: Foucault, Cavailles, and the Phenomenology
of the Concept,” History and Theory 47 (2008), 1-18.

For other accounts that seek to examine the relationship between Foucault and
Cavailles, see Stephen Watson, “‘Between Tradition and Oblivion: Foucault, the
Complications of Form, the Literatures of Reason, and the Esthetics of Existence,”
in The Cambridge Companion to Foucault, ed. Gary Gutting, 1st ed. (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1994), 262-85; David Hyder, “Foucault, Cavailles, and
Husserl on the Historical Epistemology of the Sciences,” Perspectives on Science 11
(2003), 107-29, reprinted in Science and the Life-World: Essays on Husserls Crisis of
European Sciences, ed. David. Hyder and Hans-Jorg Rheinberger (Stanford: Stan-
ford University Press, 2010), 177-98; David Webb, “Cavailles and the historical
priori in Foucault,” in Simon Duffy (ed.), Virtual Mathematics: The Logic of Differ-
ence (Manchester: Clinamen Press, 2006), 100-17; Pierre Cassou-Nogues and Pascale
Gillot, “Introduction,” and Jean-Michel Salanskis, “Lex deux triades de Canguilhem-
Foucault,” in Pierre Cassou-Nogues and Pascale Gillot (eds.), Le concept, le sujet et la
science. Cavailles, Canguilhem, Foucault (Paris: Vrin, 2009), 7-20 and 237-70; and,
finally, David Webb, Foucaults Archaeology: Science and Transformation (Edinburgh:
Edinburgh University Press, 2012), chapter one.

. I leave aside here a discussion of the relationship between the “threshold of positivity”

and those of “epistemologization,” “scienticity,” and “formalization” by which Foucault
distinguishes various types of discursive formations, a discussion that is essential for
comparing the very different kinds of scientific enterprises that Cavailles and Foucault
sought to study (cf. AS, Part IV, Chap 6, Section [d]).

. The discontinuity between the medical practices of taxonomy in the classical age and

clinical therapy in the modern or between the sciences of natural history in the classical
period and biology in the modern, to take but two of Foucault’s well-known examples,
are not results of the varied content of these disciplines, as important as that is. Rather,
a tectonic shift from one set of rules for what can count as proper objects, subjects, con-
cepts, and strategies for medical treatment and scientific inquiry occurs here, and this
is nothing less than an historical mutation in the categorial structure that governs these
practices and the sciences themselves.

. The review subtly interweaves the problematics and themes of both of Deleuze’s early

systematic works, demonstrating a profound grasp of just what is at stake in such an
enterprise (the danger/promise of acategorical thought), and places the question of the
image of thought — the struggle to think free from the tyranny of good will, the obliga-
tion to think in common with others, the domination of a certain form of pedagogy,
and the exclusion of stupidity (éétise) — at the very center of Deleuze’s project of forging
a non-representationalist philosophy of difference.

More specifically, it is in the inaugural lecture that Foucault, for the first time, sketches
a distinctly “genealogical” dimension of his research whose “felicitous positivism” would
supplement and elaborate the “applied casualness” of the archaeological or, as he calls
it here, its “critical” dimension: “Critique analyzes the processes of rarefaction, but also
the regrouping and unification of discourses; genealogy studies their formation, at once,
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dispersed, discontinuous, and regular” (OD, 67). In this regard, it is important to recall
that Foucault, again in the earlier review, and precisely in terms of his account of the
image of thought, had already declared that Deleuze’s analysis exhibited the “patience of
a Nietzschean genealogist” (DE 11, 87).

11. Lexpérience, cognate here with the German term Erfabrung, in the sense of being
“experienced” at something; the idea of wisdom or learning gained through explora-
tion, experimentation, or a journey of discovery.

12. For the conventional reading, see Hubert L. Dreyfus and Paul Rabinow, Michel Fou-
cault: Beyond Structuralism and Hermeneutics, 2nd ed. (Chicago: University of Chicago
Press, 1983) and, more recently, Béatrice Han, Foucaults Critical Project: Between the
Transcendental and the Historical (Stanford: Stanford University Press, 2002).

13. Martin Heidegger, Was heisst Denken? (Tiibingen: Max Niemeyer, 1954), 79-80.
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CHAPTER 12

The Regularities of the Statement: Deleuze on
Foucaults Archaeology of Knowledge

MARY BETH MADER

1. INTRODUCTORY REMARKS ON THE HISTORICAL FORMATIONS
LEcTURE COURSE

Gilles Deleuze wrote over twenty-five books, but only one devoted to a philoso-
pher contemporary to him. This was his 1985 work, Foucault (Paris: Les Editions
de Minuit), a collection of six separate pieces on the work of Michel Foucault
(1926-84)." Although scarcely more than 130 pages long, the slim volume was imme-
diately hailed as an indisputable reference for all interested in Foucaults thought.
Roger-Pol Droit held in Le Monde, “Whether it be to support or oppose him, it
will no longer be possible to read Foucault without referring to [Deleuze’s book.]™
Together, the compiled studies address neatly the whole sweep of Foucault’s lifetime
of writings, setting out a comprehensive framework for understanding all of the well-
known, major themes of Foucault’s philosophical contributions: knowledge, power,
subjectivity, historical construction, modernity, penality, and sexuality.

But the book also plainly required a deep grasp of Foucault’s corpus, and even
to specialist readers was deemed “dense and difficult, at times very difficult.”® The
redoubrtable nature of this important book makes supplementary material illuminating
it precious. Fortunately, in addition to this published work on his late friend, Deleuze
gave two lecture courses on Foucault, Les Formations historiques, or Historical Forma-
tions, in the fall of 1985, and Le Pouvoir, or Power, in the spring of 1986. Delivered at
the University of Paris VIII Vincennes/St Denis, they consist of 25 seminars or roughly
64 hours of lecture. These sources still await full exposition as guides to understanding
both Foucaults thought and Deleuze’s own philosophy. As an example of their schol-
arly pertinence, I will discuss an interpretative matter they may help resolve.

“Language, in its appearance and mode of being, is the statement.™
Michel Foucault, The Archaeology of Knowledge
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The Historical Formations lecture course includes extended treatment of a matter
of significant debate in the reception of Foucault’s work, and one that continues to
vex readers of Foucault’s most important publications — including The Archaeology
of Knowledge, Foucault’s only extended effort at presenting a methodological basis
for his prior topically focused studies on the history of madness, medical vision
and penality, and 7he Order of Things, his magisterial 1966 “archacology” of the
human sciences. One puzzle these works raise is the question of the nature of his-
torical regularity and historical transformation, and of their relations.” Numerous
objections to Foucault’s thought have focused on precisely these issues. Deleuze’s
reading of The Archaeology of Knowledge in the Historical Formationslectures takes
on these central questions in Foucault scholarship. It does so by following Fou-
caults startling historiographical prioritization of the regularity of discourses and
discursive practices. One of the most perplexing aspects of this discursive account
of historical regularity has been Foucault’s recourse to the notion of a statement,
which assumes the role of an ultimate explanatory unit in the theory advanced
in The Archaeology of Knowledge. To grasp Foucault’s notion of regularity in 7he
Archaeology of Knowledge, it is essential to attend to his concept of the state-
ment. Indeed, the only passages that Foucault devotes to an explicit characteriza-
tion of his sense of the concept of regularity appear in Part IV: Archaeological
Description, Chapter 2: “The Original and the Regular,” a chapter that
treats regularity in the context of the statement.® He terms these regularities
“enunciative regularities.”

It is also critical to note that Foucault proposes his own technical sense of the
statement, and takes pains to distinguish the statement from its rivals — the logical
proposition, the grammatical sentence, the speech act — as well as to distinguish it
from material objects. The most important aspect of the statement, in Foucaults
novel sense, is that it is a function. Although there are many definitions of a math-
ematical function, one common definition of it is as a rule for mapping elements
of one set onto those of another. Far more than other commentators, Deleuze takes
utterly seriously the express Foucauldian assertion that a statement is a ‘function.”
His entire reading of Foucault’s archaeological philosophy rigorously exposes the
consequences of this knowing employment of a conceptual armory drawn from
specifically mathematical sciences.

It is difficult, though, to know exactly how to understand a statement as a kind
of function. Since statements are functions and functions are rules, statements
themselves are sorts of rules. But Foucault also specifies that statements are state-
ment-events or statement-things; he wishes to understand statements not in their
epistemological roles, as already bearers of a truth value, but as ontological events.
Thus, statements are rule-events and rule-things. Moreover, statements both banal
and rare are purportedly equally regular, and statements are said to be active, and
muldple. Thus, there are multiple, varying kinds of statement regularities.
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Deleuze contributes to our understanding of the Foucauldian statement in
several ways. He expressly situates Foucault’s ontology of discursive regularities in
relation to the work of eminent linguists such as Emile Benveniste, William Labov
and Noam Chomsky. Deleuze defines Foucault’s statement as an intrinsic, hetero-
geneous rule for passing from one language system to another. He here usefully
stresses the notion of an intrinsic variable, as distinct from the notions of intrinsic
constant and extrinsic variable. All of scientific linguistics, for Deleuze, conceives of
language using these latter two notions, and not the notion of an intrinsic variable.
Deleuze describes Foucaults alternative and distinctive conception of a statement
in terms of this concept of an intrinsic variable. Of importance here is Deleuze’s
extended argument that the notion of a statement as intrinsically heterogeneous
and generative makes sense, that is, that not all rules are either themselves invariable
or are rules for the production of sameness. A statement is an ever-varying rule that
governs the possibilities for statements to pass from one language system to another
(say, from standard German to Latin, in a given example from Krafft-Ebing).
A statement, then, is heterogeneous to itself; groupings of statements are not made
on the basis of resemblance. Deleuze completes the demonstration of Foucaults
quasi-mathematical account of the statement in terms of two sorts of functions:
a “primitive function” that governs the relations of statements to each other, and
“derivative functions” that govern the relation of a statement to its subjects, objects
and concepts.

Using these developed concepts, Deleuze then produces a fertile analysis of some
of the few explicit examples of a statement that Foucault offers in The Archacology
of Knowledge — the infamous AZERT as statement, a curve, a line from Proust — to
attempt to explain concretely the sense and import of Foucault’s complex propos-
als on historical regularity and transformation. Deleuze treats all of these topics in
Foucaulr. By comparison, however, the lectures discuss them in greatly extended
fashion, and develop them in light of concrete examples. We hardly possess more
vivid traces of the formidable philosophical mind that was Gilles Deleuze than we
have in these remarkable lectures.

In the lecture course Historical Formations, Deleuze offers a reading of Foucault’s
theory of the statement. In what follows, I will present two main aspects of this rich
account. The first aspect is his account of the statement in relation to the linguistics
(Emile Benveniste, William Labov and Noam Chomsky); the second is his reading
of the infamous example of a statement, the AZERT order of keys on the French
typewriter keyboard.

2. DELEUZE’S READING OF FOUCAULT’S THEORY OF THE STATEMENT

Deleuze painstakingly exposes Foucault’s distinctive notion of the statement. It
is “so original,” he says, “that he could just as well have invented a new word to
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designate it.”” The guiding idea for Foucault’s innovation, Deleuze thinks, is the
notion of an intrinsic variable. Here, Deleuze argues that all scientific enterprises
implicitly or explicitly employ a fundamental theoretical tool, namely, the concep-
tual pair of the intrinsic constant and the extrinsic variable. Foucault’s novel con-
cept is that of the intrinsic variable, the notion that variation could be inherent to a
system, rule or phenomenon. Further, Foucault does not conceive of this variation
as, say, random, but is interested precisely in regular variation, or variation that
follows a rule. But with one important difference: the rule itself will admit of varia-
tion. Deleuze follows the use of the notion of an intrinsic variable in Foucault’s
theory of the statement, so I will point out some of those moments.

He stresses the following two characteristics of the statement:
(1) A statement is “astride two languages or two systems.”
(2) “the statement is defined by rules for transition between heterogeneous

systems.”’

We'll examine both of these features in order.
(1) First, how is the statement “astride two languages or two systems?”

Deleuze contrasts Foucault’s theory of the statement with major schools in linguis-
tics contemporary to Foucault’s work. He carries out a comparison of Foucault and
Chomsky, for instance, in relation to an example that Deleuze draws from the work
of Krafft-Ebing, in particular from his book, Psychopathia sexualis. In that study,
Krafft-Ebing continuously switches from German to Latin when recounting a case
that he considers to be vulgar. The statements of this science of sexuality, then,
appear to glide or to transition across languages. Deleuze applies Foucault’s thought
on the statement to this case. Here, he argues that the distinctive Foucaultian point
would be that this ability of the statement to cross languages is misconceived in con-
temporary linguistics. The misconception would be due to the fact that such lin-
guistics would grant the transitional effect or ability, but it would attribute this effect
to forces that are external to the linguistic domain properly speaking. According to
Deleuze, Chomsky would hold that the movement from one language to another
in this case should be fully explained by an aim or requirement for censorship that
is external to the language systems themselves. By contrast, according to Deleuze,
Foucault instead locates that ability directly in the statement, on his concept of a
statement, of course. The Foucaultian statement is characterized by this intrinsic
movement across languages or systems of language, where what we mean by a
“system of language” is a linguistic system as formalized or established by a linguistic
analysis. To explain this switch between languages, then, Foucault does not resort to
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the influence of social prohibition or of psychological modesty. Deleuze notes that
neither is such a switch a move from exposure to hiddenness, since Latin is in fact a
known language among even high school students. The Foucaultian idea is that the
statement as he conceives of it is something that can move across language systems
in virtue of an intrinsic feature, and thus that extrinsic determinants are not needed
to explain such movement. It is in principle and not iz fact that a statement moves
from one system to another. According to Deleuze, Chomsky would disagree, and
would hold that science must be established on the basis of discrete, homogeneous
systems. The linguist therefore must distinguish and separate systems, even if in
fact people do speak in a way that mixes systems together. Deleuze is skeptical that
homogenous systems exist; he instead follows the American linguist William Labov,
or Deleuze’s reading of Labov, in suggesting that homogeneous systems in fact do
not exist. On this view, every statement is an active transition from one system to
another, although propositions do indeed belong to a given system.

But such transitions or passages have a regularity to them. There are rules for pas-
sage from German to Latin within one and the same sentence, in the Krafft-Ebing
example, Deleuze holds. But there are two peculiarities of these rules for the state-
ments passage. (1) One is that the statements just are the set of rules that govern their
transition. (2) The second, and this is perhaps just another way of saying the same
thing, is that the rules for transition do not take place at a “more general” level than
the statement. Every statement is in fact in transition between heterogeneous systems.
It is a mactter of transition rules for movement between heterogeneous systems, and
not, as it is for propositions, a matter of formation rules for homogenous systems.

(2) Let us now consider Deleuze’s claim that “the statement is defined by rules for
transition between heterogeneous systems.”

He puts it this way:

the statement 7, #s inherent variation, the intrinsic variation by which I pass
and continue to pass from one system to another. In other words, there is no
homogeneous statement. Heterogeneity is the rule of the statement. Why is it
the rule of the statement? All one need do is let oneself be pushed along — that is
the rule of the statement. For the statement certainly has a regularity; it has no
homogeneity at all. What is the statement’s regularity? It is its rule for passage.
The statement’s rules are the contrary of propositional rules. Propositional rules
are the rules according to which a proposition belongs to this or that system,
which system is defined by intrinsic constants and defined as homogeneous. The
statement, on the other hand, only has rules of passage, rules of variation — that’s
what defines its regularity. In other words, statement rules are rules of variation,
rules that are themselves variable.
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Deleuze explains his conception of this internal variability of the statement in rela-
tion to the question of the subject or the subject positions of the statement. Here, he
opposes Foucault’s theory of the statement to the linguistic theory of Emile Benveniste.
According to Deleuze, Foucault develops a view of linguistics that is an alternative to
Benveniste’s. While Benveniste affirmed a strongly ‘personalist’ linguistics, Foucaults
alternative view is decidedly non-personalist and anti-Benvenistian. Benveniste ana-
lyzed language from a strongly ‘personalist’ perspective, holding in fact that the third
linguistic person should be considered a false person.

According to Deleuze, Foucault’s non-personalist position is indebted to Blan-
chot’s philosophy of language. Blanchot considered the “true subject of the state-
ment” to be the non-person. He held that the indefinite, impersonal pronoun,
“one” — as in, “one says,” or “they say” — was the expression of the non-person. So,
his thought on linguistics valorized the position of the “one.” All other linguis-
tic persons, for Blanchot, were “figures” for the “one.” This important implication
of this view is that the use of these other linguistic persons does not manage to
eliminate the fundamentally anonymous character of language. Deleuze holds that
Foucault adopts this anti-personalist view, explaining that: “the statement is defined
by intrinsic variables, namely, by the set of subject positions to which it refers,
each subject position consequently being a figure for the ‘one.” “ Author, signatory,
compiler, are subject positions made possible by the fundamentally anonymous place
created for them by the “one speaks” in language. This means that the anonymous
‘one’ is a the foundation of all personalist uses of linguistic persons that are not the
impersonal, indefinite ‘one.’

Deleuze sees this foundational anonymous ‘one’ as basic to the analysis of the
proper noun. He writes: “the proper noun is no more than a figure for this ‘one
speaks:” Krafft-Ebing, Madame de Sévigné, all subject positions line up as the vari-
ables of a ‘one speaks.””"” As Deleuze explains:

The subject position of the statement is an intrinsic variable that stems from the
statement itself. Whence the examples . . . which are examples from Foucault
himself: a literary text relative to an author — that’s a subject position! But a let-
ter has no author; it has a signatory. A contract has a signer. An anthology has
an editor, etc. All these are subject positions, and you cannot reduce them to the
form of an ‘I.” They are functions derived from the statement. They are variables
intrinsic to the statement.

By contrast, however, “sentences refer to a formal constant, to an ‘T’ as first person,
or as the subject of an enunciation,” Deleuze holds. For Deleuze, this means that
“the sentence is defined by an intrinsic constant and extrinsic variables. The intrin-
sic constant is the ‘T" as the subject of the enunciation. The extrinsic variables were
all of the individuals who could say ‘I.””
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3. Foucaurt’s CHIEF EXAMPLE OF A STATEMENT:
THE FrReENCH “AZERT” KEYBOARD LayouT

The chiefkind of regularity of a Foucaultian statement that is important for Deleuze
is the regularity that regularizes or, that in regularizing, actualizes. This takes the
statement in a new direction; it is certainly no longer merely comparable to linguis-
tic versions of sentences, propositions, and despite appearances, not even to speech
acts. The privileged example of a statement in Archaeology of Knowledge is the order
of the letters on a French keyboard, once written on a piece of paper, not merely
those letters as they appear on a French keyboard. So, that’s the main example, (and
Deleuze rightly reminds us that it is difficult to choose an example, since it will
generally be in words and sentences, that will not be misleading and suggest to us
that statements are to be identified with words or sentences!).

We know a statement is a function, a rule for the mapping or passage of state-
ments (of themselves, that is) from one system to another, from German to Latin,
or, to use his other example, from William Labov, a passage from Standard American
English to African-American Vernacular English. So, how will AZERT fit Deleuze’s
conception of Foucaults notion of a statement? What does it link in a regular fash-
ion, and how is that regular linking variable?

Deleuze answers this by recourse to the notion of a curve, that is, to a quasi-
mathematical notion of a curve. He claims that it is not the difference between
statement and referent, or between statement and meaning that interests Foucault,
but the difference between statement and what it actualizes or incarnates! The
statement

is defined by a regularity, that is, it is the analogue to a curve. A curve regularizes
the relations between singular points. AZERT regularizes the relations between
singular points, that is, the relations between the letters of the French language
and fingers. Between the frequency of letters, the neighborhoods of letters, and
the relations of fingers. AZERT is a statement as a curve that passes through
the neighborhoods of these singularities. That is, AZERT actualizes relations of
forces between letters and fingers in the French language.

Notice how it is a rule that is not more general than itself. One needn’t appeal to
a rule more general than the disposition of the letters on the keyboard in order
to type, after all. Further, AZERT does put finger movements into coordination
with keys and with words in a language, and does so as a rule, in a regular way.
Buct it also can vary in a regular way, in that it would prescribe, still, alternate fin-
gerings should one have an injury, and it can determine how it should be linked
up with other non-French keyboards. If the curve regularizes singular points both
by showing them and by displaying the rule for arriving at them, then AZERT
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likewise regularizes finger movements both by creating them, and by showing
them as required, that is, by being the display of the rule for arriving at those fin-
ger movements (including by being based on letter frequency and by the require-
ments of standardized orthography). In the most interesting moment of Deleuze’s
account of the Foucaultian statement, then, the statement is always in connection
with something outside of itself and other statements, with something that is a
non-statement, and beyond its objects, subjects, and concepts. Here, the statement
is the heart of the famous Foucaultian effort to retain the distinctiveness of the
domains of stating and seeing, while showing their necessary historical connec-
tions. For the statement’s relation with what is beyond statement, here the move-
ments of typing in French, turn out on this account to be oddly intrinsic features
of this element of the being of language.

NOTES

1. Its first two chapters had already seen publication as articles in Critigue: No. 274,
“Un Nouvel archiviste. (‘Archéologie du savoir’)” (March 1970), 195-209 and No.
343, “Ecrivain non: un nouveau cartographe (‘Surveiller et punir’)” (December 1975,
1207-27).

2. Roger-Pol Droit, “Foucault, Deleuze et la pensée du dehors,” Le Monde (September 5,
1986).

3. Didier Eribon, “Foucault vivant. La vie comme une ceuvre d’art,” Le Nouvel Observateur
(August 29, 1986).

4. Michel Foucault, The Archaeology of Knowledge, 111. (Hereafter abbreviated as AK)

5. About Foucauldian archaeology, Dominique Lecourt correctly observes in Marxism and
Epistemology: Bachelard, Canguilhem, Foucault, that: “The main determination of the
archaeological category of ‘practice’ is ‘rule,” ‘regularity.” It is regularizy that structures
discursive practice, it is the rule that orders every discursive ‘formation™ (202).

6. His analysis, he suggests, provides openings that “one day perhaps will be explored with
greater care” (AK, 145).

7. Les Formations historiques, 40, my translation. Hereafter abbreviated as FH. All translations
are my own.

8. FH, 74.

9. FH, 80.

10. Richard von Krafft-Ebing (1840-1902), Austro-German psychiatrist. Marie de Rabutin-
Chantal, Marquise de Sévigné (1626-96), French woman of letters.

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Deleuze, Gilles (1985) Lecture Courses on Foucault, Les Formations historiques, or Historical
Formations (fall 1985).

Deleuze, Gilles (1986a) Lecture Courses on Foucault, Le Pouvoir, or Power (spring 1986).

Deleuze, Gilles (1986b) Foucault (Paris: Les Editions de Minuit).

219



BETWEEN DELEUZE AND FOUCAULT

Droit, Roger-Pol (1986) “Foucault, Deleuze et la pensée du dehors,” Le Monde (September 5,
1986).

Eribon, Didier (1986) “Foucault vivant. La vie comme une ceuvre d’art,” Le Nouvel Observateur
(August 29, 1980).

Foucault, Michel (1972) The Archacology of Knowledge (London: Tavistock).

Lecourt, Dominique (1975) Marxism and Epistemology: Bachelard, Canguilhem, Foucault,
(New York: New Left Books).

220



PArT IV

Desire, Power and Resistance






CHAPTER 13

Desire and Pleasure'

GILLES DELEUZE
TRANSLATED BY DANIEL W. SMITH

[A] One of the essential theses of Discipline and Punisl’ concerned dispositifs of

power.” It seems essential to me in three respects:

1)

2)

In itself and in relation to “leftism”: the profound political novelty of this
conception of power, which is opposed to every theory of the State.

In relation to Michel: since it allowed him to go beyond the duality of
discursive formations and non-discursive formations, which was still pres-
ent in The Archacology of Knowledge, and to explain how the two types of
formations are distributed or articulated segment by segment (without the
one being reduced to the other or their resembling each other . . . etc.).*
It is not a matter of suppressing the distinction but of finding a reason for
their relations.

For a precise consequence: dispositifs of power operate neither through
repression nor through ideology. Hence a rupture with an alternative that
everyone had more or less accepted. In place of repression or ideology, D and
P formulated a conception of normalization, and of disciplines.

[B] This thesis concerning dispositifs of power seemed to me to move in two

directions, in no way contradictory, but distinct. In both cases, these dispositifs were

irreducible to a State apparatus. But according to one direction, they consisted of

a diffuse and heterogeneous multiplicity, “micro-dispositifs.” According to another

direction, they referred to a diagram, a kind of abstract machine immanent to the
entire social field (hence panopticism, defined by the general function of seeing
without being seen and applicable to any multiplicity). These were, so to speak, the
two directions of micro-analysis, both equally important, since the second showed
that Michel was not satisfied with a “dissemination.”
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[C] The History of Sexuality took a new step forward in relation to D and P’ The
point of view remains, precisely, neither repression nor ideology. But, to move quickly,
dispositifs of power are no longer content to be normalized; they tend to be constitutive
(of sexuality). They are no longer content to form knowledges; they are constitutive of
truth (the truth of power). They no longer refer to “categories” that are, despite every-
thing, negative (madness, delinquency as the object of confinement) but to a category
that is said to be positive (sexuality). This latter point is confirmed by the interview in
La Quinzaine littéraire’ In this respect, I believe there is a new move forward in the
analyses of HS. The danger is, is Michel reverting to an analogue of the “constituting
subject,” and why does he feel the need to resurrect truth, even if he creates a new con-
cept for it? These are not my own questions, but I think these two false questions will
be asked as long as Michel has not explained himself further.

[D] For myself, a first question concerns the nature of the micro-analysis that
Michel worked out in D and P. The difference between micro and macro was obvi-
ously not one of size, in the sense that micro-dispositifs would concern small groups
(the family is no less extended than any other formation). Nor is it a question of an
extrinsic dualism, since there are micro-dispositifs immanent to the State apparatus,
and the segments of the State apparatus also penetrate the micro-dispositifs — a com-
plete immanence of the two dimensions. Must we understand the difference, then,
to be one of scale? One paragraph of HS explicitly refuses this interpretation.” But
this paragraph seems to make the macro refer to the strategic model, and the micro
to the tactical model. This makes me uncomfortable, since micro-dispositifs seem
to me to have an entirely strategic dimension in Michel’s work (especially if one
takes into account the diagram from which they are inseparable). Another direction
would be that of “relations of force” as determining the micro; see in particular the
interview in La Quinzaine. But Michel, I believe, has not yet developed this point:
his original conception of relations of force, what he calls a rapport de force, must be
a concept as new as the others.

In any case, there is a difference in kind, a heterogeneity, between the micro and the
macro. This in no way excludes the immanence of the two. But in the end, my ques-
tion would be this: Does this difference in kind still allow us to talk about dispositifs of
power? The notion of the State is not applicable at the level of a micro-analysis, since,
as Michel says, it is not a matter of miniaturizing the State. But is the notion of power
still applicable? Is it not itself the miniaturization of a global concept?

Here I come to my first difference with Michel. If T speak, with Félix,* of
the agencement of desire, it is because I am not sure that micro-dispositifs can be
described in terms of power. For myself, an agencement of desire implies that desire
is never either a “natural” or a “spontaneous” determination. For example, feudal-
ism is an agencement that brings about new relations with the animal (the horse),
with the earth, with deterritorialization (the knight’s journey, the Crusades), with
women (courtly love), . . . etc. Completely mad agencements, but always historically
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attributable. For my part, I would say that desire circulates in this agencement of het-
erogeneous elements, in this type of “symbiosis™: desire is one and the same thing as
a determined agencement, a co-functioning. Of course an agencement of desire will
include dispositifs of power (for example, feudal powers), but they must be situated
among the different components of the agencement. On a first axis, one can distin-
guish within agencements of desire states of things and enunciations (which would
conform to the two types of formations or multiplicities according to Michel). On
another axis, one could distinguish the territorialities or reterritorializations and
the movements of deterritorialization that an agencement entails (for example, all
the movements of deterritorialization that the Church brings about, knighthood,
peasantry). Dispositifs of power would emerge wherever reterritorializations, even
abstract ones, are brought about. Dispositifs of power would then be a component
of agencements. But the agencements would also be composed of points of deterri-
torialization. In short, it is not the dispositifs of power that assemble [agenceraient],
nor would they be constitutive; it is rather the agencements of desire that would
spread throughout the formations of power following one of their dimensions. This
is what allows me to respond to the question, necessary for myself, not necessary for
Michel: How can power be desired? The first difference, for me, would thus be that
power is an affection of desire (it being given that desire is never a “natural reality”).
All this is very approximate; there are more complicated relationships between the
two movements of deterritorialization and reterritorialization than those I am giv-
ing here. But it is in this sense that desire seems to me to be primary and to be the
element of a micro-analysis.

[E] I continue to follow Michel on a point that seems to me to be fundamental:
neither ideology nor repression (for example, statements, or rather enunciations,
have nothing to do with ideology). The agencements of desire have nothing to do
with repression. But obviously, for dispositifs of power, I do not have Michel’s firm-
ness; I become rather vague, given the ambiguous status they have for me. In D
and P, Michel says that they normalize and discipline; I would say that they recode
and reterritorialize (I suppose that, here again, there is more than a distinction of
words). But given my primacy of desire over power, or the secondary character that
dispositifs of power have for me, their operations retain a repressive effect, since they
crush not desire as a natural given but the cutting edges of agencements of desire. 1
take one of the most beautiful theses of HS: the dispositifof sexuality reduces sexual-
ity to sex (to the difference between the sexes . . . etc., and psychoanalysis is full of
this reductionism). I see there an effect of repression, precisely at the frontier of the
micro and the macro: sexuality, as a historically variable and determinable agence-
ment of desire, with its cutting edges of deterritorialization, flux, and combinations,
will be reduced to a molar instance, “sex,” and even if the methods of this reduction
are not repressive, the (non-ideological) effect is repressive, insofar as the agence-
ments are broken not only in their potentialities but in their micro-reality. Then
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they can no longer exist except as phantasms, which change and divert them com-
pletely, or as shameful things . . . etc. A small problem that greatly interests me: why
certain “disturbed” people are more susceptible to shame, and even dependent on
shame, than others (the enuretic or the anoretic, for example, are hardly susceptible
to shame at all). I thus have need of a certain concept of repression, not in the sense
that repression would be brought to bear on a spontaneity, but because collective
agencements would have many dimensions, and dispositifs of power would be only
one of these dimensions.

[F] Another fundamental point: I believe that the thesis “neither repression nor
ideology” has a correlate, and perhaps itself depends upon this correlate. A social field
is not defined by its contradictions. The notion of contradiction is a global and inad-
equate one that already implies a strong complicity among the “contradictories” in
dispositifs of power (for example, the two classes, the bourgeoisie and the proletariat).
In fact, it seems to me that another great novelty of Michel’s conception of power
would be: a society does not contradict itself; or rarely. But his response is: it is strat-
egized, it strategizes. | find that very beautiful; I see clearly the immense difference
(strategy versus contradiction); I would have to reread Clausewitz in this regard. But
I am not completely at ease with this idea.

I would say, for my part, that a society, a social field, does not contradict itself,
but what is primary is that it takes flight; it first of all flees in every direction; it is
lines of flight that are primary (even if primary is not chronological). Far from lying
outside the social field or emerging from it, lines of flight constitute its rhizome or
cartography. Lines of flight are the same thing as movements of deterritorialization:
they imply no return to nature; they are points of deterritorialization in agencements
of desire. What is primary in feudalism are the lines of flight it presupposes; the
same holds for the tenth through twelfth centuries; the same for capitalism. Lines
of flight are not necessarily “revolutionary”; on the contrary, they are what the dis-
positifs of power will seal off, tie up. Around the eleventh century, numerous lines of
deterritorialization began to move at the same time: the last invasions; the bands of
pillagers; the deterritorialization of the Church; the emigrations of the peasants; the
transformation of chivalry; the transformation of cities, which increasingly abandon
territorial models; the transformation of money, which is injected into new circuits;
the change of the feminine condition with the themes of courtly love, which even
deterritorializes chivalrous love, . . . etc. Strategy will only be secondary in relation to
lines of flight, to their conjunctions, their orientations, their convergences or diver-
gences. Here again I come back to the primacy of desire, since desire is precisely in
the lines of flight, the conjunction and dissociation of flows. It merges with them.

It seems to me, then, that Michel confronts a problem that does not have the same
status for me. For if dispositifs of power are in some way constitutive, there can only be
phenomena of “resistance” against them, and the question bears on the status of these
phenomena. In effect, they themselves will neither be ideological nor anti-repressive.
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Hence the importance of the two pages in AS where Michel says, dont make me say
that these phenomena are a struggle . . . . But what status is he going to give to them?
Here, several directions: (1) That of AS, in which the phenomena of resistance would
be like the inverse image of the dispositifs; they would have the same characters, diffu-
sion, heterogeneity, . . . etc.; they would be “vis-a-vis.”” But this direction appears to
me to block the exits as much as it opens one up. (2) The direction of the interview
in Politique Hebdo: if dispositifs of power are constitutive of truth, if there is a truth of
power, it must have as a counter-strategy a kind of power of truth, against powers."
Hence the problem of the role of the intellectual in Michel and his manner of reintro-
ducing the category of truth. Since he rejuvenates it completely by making it depend
on power, will he find in this rejuvenation a material that can be turned against power?
But here I do not see how. We must wait for Michel to explain this new conception of
truth, at the level of his micro-analysis. (3) A third direction would be pleasures, the
body and its pleasures. Here again, the same wait for me. How do pleasures animate
counter-powers, and how does he conceive of this notion of pleasure?

It seems to me that these are three notions that Michel takes in a completely
new direction, but without having yet developed them: relations of force, truths,
pleasures.

There are certain problems I face that Michel does not because they are resolved
in advance by his own research. Conversely, I tell myself, for some encouragement,
that there are other problems I do not face, which of necessity he must confront
because of his theses and sentiments. Lines of fight and movements of deterrito-
rialization, as collective historical determinations, do not seem to me to have any
equivalent in Michel. For myself, the status of phenomena of resistance is not a
problem; since lines of flight are primary determinations, since desire assembles
the social field, it is rather the dispositifs of power that are both produced by these
agencements and crushed or sealed off by them. I share Michel’s distaste for those
who consider themselves marginals; the romanticism of madness, delinquency, per-
version, and drugs is less and less bearable for me. But for me, lines of flight, that
is, agencements of desire, are not created by marginals. On the contrary, they are
objective lines that cut across a society, and on which marginals install themselves
here and there in order to create a buckle, a whirl, a recoding. I therefore have no
need for the status of phenomena of resistance; if the first given of a society is that
everything takes flight, then everything in it is deterritorialized. Hence the status
of the intellectual, and the political problem will not be the same theoretically for
Michel and for myself (I will try to say below how I view this difference).

[G] The last time we saw each other, Michel told me, with much kindness and
affection, something like, I cannot bear the word desire; even if you use it differ-
ently, I cannot keep myself from thinking or living that desire = lack, or that desire
is repressed. Michel added, whereas myself, what I call pleasure is perhaps what you
call desire; but in any case I need another word than desire.
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Obviously, once again, this is more than a question of words. Because for my
part I can scarcely tolerate the word pleasure. But why? For me, desire implies no
lack; neither is it a natural given. It is an agencement of heterogeneous elements that
function; it is process as opposed to structure or genesis; it is affect as opposed to
sentiment; it is “baec-city” (the individuality of a day, a season, a life) as opposed to
subjectivity; it is an event as opposed to a thing or person. And above all, it implies
the constitution of a plane of immanence or a “body-without-organs,” which is
defined solely by zones of intensity, thresholds, gradients, flows. This body is as
much biological as it is collective and political; the agencements of desire are made
and unmade upon it, and it supports the cutting edges of deterritorialization or the
lines of flight of the agencements. It varies (the body-without-organs of feudalism is
not the same as that of capitalism). If I call it the body-without-organs, it is because
it is opposed to all the strata of Organization — those of the organism, but also the
organization of power. It is the totality of the organizations of the body that will
break apart the plane or the field of immanence and impose another type of “plane”
on desire, in each case stratifying the body-without-organs.

If T say all this rather confusedly, it is because there are several problems that arise
for me in relation to Michel: 1) I cannot give any positive value to pleasure because
pleasure seems to me to interrupt the immanent process of desire; pleasure seems to
me to be on the side of strata and organization; and it is one and the same move-
ment that desire is subject to the law from within and scanned by pleasures from
without; in both cases, there is the negation of the field of immanence proper to
desire. I tell myself that it is not by chance that Michel attaches a certain importance
to Sade, and myself on the contrary to Masoch. It would not be enough to say that
I am masochistic, and Michel sadistic. That would be nice, but it is not true. What
interests me in Masoch are not the pains but the idea that pleasure interrupts the
positivity of desire and the constitution of its field of immanence (just as, or rather
in a different manner, in courtly love there is the constitution of a field of imma-
nence or a body-without-organs in which desire lacks nothing and refrains as long
as possible from the pleasures that would interrupt its processes). Pleasure seems to
me to be the only means for a person or a subject to “find itself again” in a process
that surpasses it. It is a reterritorialization. And from my point of view, desire is
related to the law of lack and to the norm of pleasure in the same manner.

2) On the other hand, Michel’s idea that dispositifs of power have an immediate and
direct relationship is essential. But, for me, this is because they impose an organization
on the body. Whereas the body-without-organs is the locus or agent of deterritorial-
ization (and hence the plane of immanence or desire), every organization — the entire
system of what Michel calls bio-power — brings about reterritorializations of bodies.

3) Could I think of equivalences of this type: what for me is the body-without-organs
corresponds to what for Michel is “body-pleasures”? Can I relate the “body—flesh” dis-
tinction, of which Michel spoke to me, to the “body-without-organs—organization”
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distinction? Very important paragraph in S, on life as giving a possible status to forces
of resistance.'' For me, this life, of which Lawrence spoke, is not at all nature; it is
exactly the variable plane of immanence of desire, which passes through every deter-
mined agencement. Conception of desire in Lawrence, in relationship to positive lines
of flight. (Small detail: the way Michel makes use of Lawrence at the end of HS'is the
opposite of the way I make use of him.)

[H] Has Michel advanced the problem that concerned us: to maintain the rights
of a micro-analysis (diffusion, heterogeneity, fragmentary character) but at the same
time to maintain a kind of principle of unification that is not of the “State,” “party,”
totalization, or representation type?

First of all, on the side of power itself, I return to the two directions of D and P on
the one hand, the diffuse and fragmentary character of micro-dispositifs, but also, on the
other hand, the diagram or abstract machine that covers the whole of the social field.
There is a problem that still remains in D and P, it seems to me: the relationship between
these two instances of micro-analysis. I believe that the question changes slightly in HS:
here, the two directions of micro-analysis are micro-disciplines on the one hand and
bio-political processes on the other."” This is what I meant in point C of these notes.
Now the point of view in D and P suggested that the diagram, which is irreducible to
the global instance of the State, perhaps brings about a micro-unification of the small
dispositifs. Must we understand now that it is bio-political processes that would assume
this function? I confess that the notion of the diagram appears to me to be very rich; will
Michel meet up with it again on this new terrain?

But on the side of lines of resistance, or what I call lines of flight: How should
we conceive of the relations or conjugations, the conjunctions, the processes of
unification? I would say that the collective field of immanence in which agence-
ments are made at a given moment, and where they trace their lines of flight, also
has a veritable diagram. It is necessary then to find the complex agencement capable
of actualizing this diagram, by bringing about the conjunction of lines or points
of deterritorialization. It is in this sense that I spoke of a war machine, which is
completely different from a State apparatus and from military institutions, but also
from dispositifs of power. We would thus have, on the one hand, a State diagram of
power (the State being the molar apparatus that actualizes the micro-elements of the
diagram as a plane of organization); on the other hand, the war machine-diagram
of lines of flight (the war machine being the agencement that actualizes the micro-
elements of the diagram as the plane of immanence). I will stop at this point, since
this would bring into play two types of very different planes — a kind of transcen-
dent plane of organization over against the immanent plane of agencements — and
we would fall once again into the preceding problems. And here I do not know how
to situate myself in relation to Michel’s present research.

[Addition: What interests me in the two opposed states of the plane or diagram
is their historical confrontation, and the very diverse forms under which it takes

229



BETWEEN DELEUZE AND FOUCAULT

place. In one case, we have a plane of organization and development, which is hid-
den by nature, but which brings into view everything that is visible; in the other
case, we have a plane of immanence, where there is no longer anything but speeds
and slownesses, no development, and where everything is seen, heard, . . . etc. The
first plane should not be confused with the State, but is linked to it; the second,
on the contrary, is linked to a war machine, to a reverie of the war machine. At the
level of nature, for example, Cuvier, but also Goethe, conceived of the first type of
plane. Hélderlin, in Hyperion, but even more so Kleist, conceived of the second
type. Suddenly, here are two types of intellectuals, and what Michel says in this
respect should be compared with what he says on the position of the intellectual.
Or in music, the two conceptions of the sonorous plane confront each other. The
power—knowledge link, as Michel has analyzed it, could be explained in this way:
powers imply a plane-diagram of the first type (for example, the Greek city and
Euclidean geometry). But conversely, on the side of counter-powers and more or
less in relation with the war machines, there is the other type of plane, and kinds
of “minor” knowledges (Archimedean geometry or the geometry of the cathedrals,
which the State will fight against). Is this a form of knowledge characteristic of lines
of resistance, which does not have the same form as the other form of knowledge?]

NOTES

1. This text was first published as Gilles Deleuze, “Désir et plaisir,” ed. Francois Ewald,
Magazine Littéraire 325 (October 1994), 57-65. The translation appeared in Foucault
and His Interlocutors, ed. Arnold 1. Davidson (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1997), 183-92, and is reproduced with permission. The notes were added by the
French editor and, where indicated, by the translator.

2. See Michel Foucault, Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prison, trans. Alan Sheridan
(New York: Pantheon Books, 1977). Hereafter abbreviated as D and P

3. I have left the terms dispositif (Foucault) and agencement (Deleuze) untranslated in the
text, since neither has a suitable English equivalent. Brian Massumi has translated them,
respectively, as apparatus and assemblage; see Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari, A Thou-
sand Plateaus: Capitalism and Schizophrenia, trans. Brian Massumi (Minneapolis: Uni-
versity of Minnesota Press, 1987). Agencement, from the verb agencer (to put together,
organize, order, lay out, arrange), is used to describe processes as diverse as the ordering
of elements, the organization of a novel, the construction of a sentence, the arrangement
of a collection, or the layout of an office or apartment. Dispositif, from the verb disposer
(to arrange [flowers], to set [the table], to range [troops], and so on), is generally used to
describe a mechanical device or apparatus, such as an alarm or a safety mechanism, and
more particularly to describe a military plan of action (for example, dispositif d'attaque,
“attack force”; dispositif de défense, “defense system”; dispositif de combat, “fighting plan”).
Deleuze here compares his conception of agencements of desire to Foucault’s conception
of dispositifs of power, seeing the latter as a stratification of the former. In an important
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12.
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article written in 1988, Deleuze provides a more complete analysis of Foucault’s concept
of a dispositif; assigning it a greater extension than that allotted to it here; see Gilles
Deleuze, “What Is a Dispositif?”, in Michel Foucault: Philosopher, trans. Timothy J. Arm-
strong (New York: Harvester Wheatsheaf, 1992), 159-68. “TRANS.
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Gallimard, 1994), I11: 228-36.

See HS, 99-100.
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CHAPTER 14

Against the Incompatibility Thesis:
A rather Different Reading of the
Desire-Pleasure Problem

NICOLAE MORAR AND MARJORIE (GRACIEUSE

INTRODUCTION

In the introductory chapter of Dits er Ecrits (Chronology), Daniel Defert reminds
us of a joke between Foucault and Deleuze. In March 1972, soon after the publica-
tion of Anti-Oedipus, Foucault tells to his friend: “We have to get rid of Freudo-
Marxism.”' To which Deleuze replies, “I'm taking care of Freud, will you deal with
Marx?”* The revival of the concept of desire in the first volume of Capitalism and
Schizophrenia represents to a certain extent not simply a radical critique of psycho-
analysis and of the ‘Oedipus complex’, but maybe also Deleuze’s part of the bargain
with his long-time friend.

To one’s surprise, a few years later, in 1976, Foucault seems to demarcate himself
from the Deleuze and Guattari’s Anti-Oedipus since he ends La Volonté de Savoir
with, by now, a famous dictum: “The rallying point for the counterattack against
the deployment of sexuality ought not to be sex-desire, but bodies and pleasures.”
Given that our desires are coopted as a vehicle in the process of normalization, Fou-
cault sets up an argument whose conclusion amounts to a radical rejection of the
concept of desire. He affirms pleasure as the locus of resistance against the mecha-
nisms of control of our conduct. In spite of their earnest friendship, a conceptual
chasm seems to appear between these two intellectual friends. And, in a way, how
couldn’t one see in Deleuze’s 1977 letter, Desire and Pleasure, the sign of a friend
who is reaching out in order to highlight the productive philosophical differences
among them?

In that letter, Deleuze tells us that Foucault told him that what he calls desire
is what Michel calls pleasure. But, this conceptual difference is not just a mat-
ter of words. It is a central divergence between them, which, as Jean Rabouin
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points out, persists long after this early debate took place. In 1983, in his inter-
view “Structuralism and Post-Structuralism,” Foucault is asked if the similarities
between his thinking and Deleuze’s philosophy go as far as endorsing Deleuze’s
notion of desire. Foucault replies: “No, precisely not.”*

A numbers of commentators, including Rabouin and Grace’, have argued that
this central difference between Foucault and Deleuze is a radical difference that ren-
ders their respective philosophies irreconcilable. In this essay, we aim to dismantle
this incompatibility thesis, which defends the view that in virtue of their differences
on the question of desire and pleasure, Deleuze and Foucaults philosophies are
profoundly divergent. In order to do so, we reconstruct first Deleuze and Guattari’s
theory of desire. In the second section, we reiterate Foucault’s argument against
the notion of desire, and against the ways in which it was (and continues to be)
employed in normalizing mechanisms. Once we show that there is no real ten-
sion between those notions [in the way that both Deleuze and Foucault construct
them], we localize the common discourse that both have targeted: the liberationist
perspective. Last, we focus on Deleuze’s critique of pleasure as transcendence and
on Foucaults pragmatics of desire in order to highlight the core compatibilities
between these two thinkers.

1. DELEUZE AND GUATTARI'S NOTION OF DESIRE

It comes as no surprise that Deleuze and Guattari do not propose us just a minor
clarification of the notion of desire. As Deleuze says in his interview with Parnet,
“we had an enormous ambition, notably when one writes a book, we thought that
we would say something new . . . That is, in undertaking our task as philosophers,
we were hoping to propose a new concept of desire.”® We would like to highlight
four central features of Deleuze and Guattari’s theory of desire’. So, what are the
characteristics of this new concept of desire?

First, desire is different than interest and it is always a positive assemblage.
Desire is a construction of drives, which, from the beginning, is “positively invested
in the system that allows you to have this particular interest.”® In other words, our
desires are always prior to our own interests. Moreover, our desires are positive
insofar as “what we desire, what we invest our desire in, is a social formation.”
As Deleuze points out, we are not fundamentally the kind of being that is defined
by some lack (perfection, purity, etc.). Rather, desire is essentially constructivist:
it constitutes the immanent power of our living materiality, from the perspective
of which thinking creatively and acting anew are one and the same process. Thus,
we are spending our time constructing concrete arrangements of reality and desir-
ing constellations, which constitute transformative experiences at the occasion of
which we articulate our desiring potential to other forces and material singularities
(“the real is the artificial and not, as Lacan says, the impossible”'’). When we say,
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I desire this or that, “we do not extract an object that is presumed to be the object
of desire,” but we are in the process of constructing that very desire assemblage."

Desires are not our own. They are social from the beginning (the libidinal and
political economy are one and the same). This is how we can make sense of our
investment in social formations that repress us. It is the interference between desire
and social flows that determines the objects of desire. If an individual is intrinsically
a “group” or “complex” of intertwined socio-economical dynamisms, the subjective
investments of desire are fundamentally unconscious and must therefore be distin-
guished from the objective interests that appear to consciousness.

The second characteristic of desire is intimately linked to the first one and
helps us understand the fundamental problem of political philosophy. If desire
is prior to interest or will, we can see how we can reply to Spinoza’s question:
“why do people fight for their servitude as stubbornly as though it were their
salvation?”'? Dan Smith notes, following Deleuze, “the answer is simple: it is
because your desires . . . are not your own, so to speak.”"’ They are not just part
of one’s psychic reality; they are always already part of the very social formation
one finds oneself in.

Third, desire is an enormous flow that constitutes the delirium of society, along
with its historical determinations. The difference between desire and interest maps
onto the difference between rational and irrational regimes of desire. In On Capi-
talism and Desire, Deleuze warns us that “once interests have been defined within
the confines of a society, the rational way is the way in which people pursue those
interests and attempt to realize them.”"* Certainly, rationality is re//y not the defin-
ing element here. “Underneath that, you find desires, investments of desire that are
not to be confused with investments of interest, and on which interests depend for
their determination and very distribution.”"’

This is one of the points that oppose Deleuze and Guattari to psychoanalysis.
If reason is not the source of our subjectivity, but it always a region “carved out of
the irrational”,'® underneath our rational behavior (our whole investment in our
lives, in pensions funds, and so on), there is simply delirium."” The psychic and the
social, along with an entire political reality, are a historically determined product
of desire. Against psychoanalysis,'® Deleuze claims that “the unconscious functions
like a factory, not as a theater.””” And, if desire produces historically determined
social formation, history as such, becomes the history of desire. This point will
become particularly important in late Foucault, when in the introduction to the
second volume of The History of Sexuality: The Use of Pleasure, he claims that his
intention is to study “the history of desiring man.”*

Fourth, desire should not be understood as lack but as a productive process —
it produces the real. Deleuze conceptualizes the movement of desire in reference to
Kant’s Critique of Practical Reason, where desire is defined in causal terms. “Desire
is the faculty which by means of representations is the cause of the actuality of the
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objects of those representations.””' This new theory of desire emerges, in many ways,
as a response to the psychoanalytic tradition, whose conception of desire as lack domi-
nated the French intellectual space of the sixties and seventies. For Deleuze, this new
theory of desire is equally important in setting up a counterargument for a hedonistic
society who would focus only on the fulfillment of its own pleasures.

Famously, in his 1977 letter to Foucault, Desire and Pleasure, Deleuze notes that
for him the desire — pleasure problem is “more than a question of words.” For my
part, says Deleuze, “I can scarcely tolerate the word pleasure.”” What are the rea-
sons that Deleuze raises against Foucault’s notion of pleasure?

Deleuze certainly does not deny the value of pleasure in everyday life, but he
refuses to erect pleasure as a superior value. He refuses to consider it as a possible
criterion for ethics since pleasure is a transcendence that interrupts the process of
desire and, thus, imposes on this very process a certain kind of teleology. In writ-
ing about Masoch, he insist that “what interests me [in Masoch] is not the pain
but the fact that ‘pleasure interrupts the positivity of desire’ [and the constitution
of its field of immanence].”” Pleasure interrupts the very immanent process of
desire. The importance of this (seemingly radical) difference is further detailed in
our next sections.

2. Foucaurr’s REJECTION OF DESIRE AND THE AFFIRMATION OF PLEASURE

The goal of our second section is to unpack, in a fairly schematic way, the structure
of Foucault’s argument against the notion of desire as it appears in La Volonté de
Savoir. There are four important argumentative moves that Foucault makes in order
to set up a relation that takes us from desire —> to discourse —> to plurality of dis-
courses and to a system of normalization —> and ultimately, back to the individual
through a system of implantation and production of identities.

The first move is from desire to discourse. The role of the Christian pastoral was
to transform one’s desires into discourse. “Not only will you confess to acts con-
travening the law, but you will seek to transform your desire, your every desire,
into discourse.”* Second, once our desires are transformed into discourse, how
do we get to the policing of sex? Certainly, “one had to speak of it [sex] as of a
thing to be not simply condemned or tolerated but managed.”” And how do we
manage sex?

There are two distinct aspects in Foucault’s analysis. One’s confession had to be
inserted into a system of utility designed by a whole array of public discourses.”®
And, given the normative function of those discourses, certain social formations
(the family/the heterosexual monogamy) became the norm (i.e. the legitimate
couple). Foucault emphasizes the normative function of those discourses. A medi-
cal discourse about health is not just a discourse about a certain organic state. It
defines a form of value that society actively promotes. Similarly, biology does not
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only describe the natural, but it equally sets up normative standards and systems of
exclusions by showing what is unnatural or abnormal. A similar process functions
for pedagogical or policing discourses. Police had a discourse about the social place
where sexuality is considered appropriate behavior. As a consequence, the legitimate
couple/the family/the heterosexual monogamy became a norm. What Foucault
means by norm is “an internal standard” that would function as a guiding principle
for how one ought to mold one’s own desires, at the risk of being excluded/rejected
if one does conform to it.

Third, thanks to a centrifugal movement, the legitimate couple gained “a right
to more discretion.”” And, what came under scrutiny was the sexuality of all those
figures that were not noticed in the past. They had to “step forward and speak”,
had to “to make the difficult confession of what they were.”” The common thread
here is the question of confessing one’s desires. But, how would the order of desire
include those forms of sexuality falling outside the norm within its own system of
governance?

Fourth, the control of peripheral sexualities “entailed an incorporation of perver-
sions and a new specification of individuals.”* Homosexuality is the most emblematic
example. The nineteenth-century homosexual became a personage at the end of a
process of transformation from a case story, from a set of desires, normalized through
a complex combination of public and useful discourses (psychological, psychiatric,
medical) that implanted perversion into his body as  raison détre.”

The strategy here, says Foucault, was not to suppress the alien nature of the
homosexual. On the contrary, the goal was to make him visible, to implant in his
body a principle of intelligibility, and to make him ultimately an individual whose
identity, whose total composition, was entirely saturated by his sexuality. Thus,
desire becomes the very vehicle by which a new system of control and manage-
ment of sexualities is made possible. In order to achieve this, there was a significant
shift from the act of transgression itself — “to the stirrings — so difficult to perceive
and formulate — of desire.””’ And, confession was the very mechanism that was
supposed to reveal the negative, to show our imperfections, our hidden desires,
our crimes, our sins, our illnesses, our troubles, all those things that we lack when
we are measured up by the norms surrounding us. The “Western man became a
confessing animal.”*

This system does not function through exclusion, but through specification and
identification,” and those are the ways in which it penetrates modes of conduct and
creates subjectivities. However, this analysis does not preclude the possibility for all
those (managed) subjectivities to break loose with the mechanisms of control and
to liberate their own desires.

In Part 4 — in the Objective section, Foucault considers this objection and he
sets up a serious critique against the psychoanalytic theory of desire. He shows that
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even if psychoanalysts have been claiming that “sex is not repressed”,34 they have
still failed to see that “where there is desire, the power relation is already present.””
Given this power-desire relation, one should not think of desire as lack, nor should
one assume that desire is somehow out of the reach of power. The difficulty is
that if power is a constitutive element of desire, the only possible outcome is that
“we are always already trapped.”® On the other hand, if power is only external to
desire, the promise of liberation becomes our only hope. However, for Foucault,
both — the repressive hypothesis and the psychoanalytic explanation — share “the
same putative mechanism of power””, the juridical one. The idea behind is that
the law constitutes desire. This mechanism is restrictive, poor in resources, sparing
of its method, monotonous, incapable of invention, doomed to always repeat itself.
“It only had the force of the negative on its side.””® It cannot produce anything and
it just posits limits.

Moreover, by being committed to the idea that law constitutes desire, psycho-
analysis is committed also to the view that the parent-child relationship is at the root
of everyone’s sexuality. “It is through them that you gain access to desire.”” Our
desire is thus always somehow constructed around the incestuous desire. Through

% and allows individuals to

confession, psychoanalysis “lifts psychical repression”4
express it in their discourse. But, at the same time — within the deployment of
sexuality — this form of discursive transformation, which was supposed to have an
alleviating factor, had also an authoritarian and constraining influence by postulat-
ing that one has no sexuality “except by subjecting oneself to this law™, to this
juridical understanding of desire.

So, what does desire stand for in La Volonté de Savoir? Desire definitely stands
as a central piece (in the sex-desire doublet) in the deployment of the dispositif of

sexuality in order to manage, control, and ultimately produce normalized identities.

3. THE CRITIQUE OF THE LIBERATIONIST PERSPECTIVE

Neither Foucault nor Deleuze and Guattari can accept the doxa of sexual rev-
olution, for which desire would be a naturally good, pre-discursive energy, and
the eternal victim of cultural constraints. The underlying assumption would be
that, once the constraints are eliminated, desire would express itself freely and
in harmonious ways. This liberationist vision of desire is not simply that of the
capitalist merchants of pleasure (for whom people’s private interests spontane-
ously contribute to the common good and public interest) but it is also that of
the ‘Freudo-Marxism’ tradition (represented especially in the writings of W. Reich
and H. Marcuse).

This theoretical position conflates psychical repression and economical exploi-
tation. In doing so, it does not break with the system it denounces since it remains
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prisoner of an old idealist conception of power (the juridico-discursive model, as
Foucault identifies it). This model thinks of power according to the old structure
of sovereignty, acting primarily as a “law-like”, restrictive instance. Here, power
is conceived as ideology or repression, whose main formulation is captured by
laws and prohibitions. However, this theory of power overlooks the ambivalent
nature of the libidinal economy that conditions the economical structures. For
Foucault, the liberationist discourse is profoundly self-illusory because it supposes
a fundamentally ‘good nature’ of desire and thus overlooks the fact that liberating
our desires is in no way equal to knowing how “to behave ethically in pleasurable
relationship with others.”*”

Against the Freudo-Marxist repressive hypothesis, Foucault insists that the prob-
lem of struggle is not an economical problem but, above all, a cultural matter that
involves a permanent critique of our social formations and desiring investments.
As a response, it demands new modes of organization of political power, new ways
of relating to our desires and of structuring our practices. In a word, it requires a
permanent reassessment of our ways of inhabiting the world and of exercising our
power over others and ourselves.

This critical task is precisely the one that Deleuze identified as early as 1974, in
his preface to the book of Felix Guattari entitled Psychoanalysis and Transversality.
If the individual always depends on a collectivity, the analytical activity must con-
duct a critique of the organizational structures, of the specific theoretical modes
of alienation, which determine our beliefs and actions and to which we attach our
desires. Introducing coefficients of ‘transversality’ in the life of desire means open-
ing our social structures and institutional relationships to new modes of connec-
tions between different orders (or ‘planes’).

Transversality, as an epistemological practice, allows us to understand social
formations in a new way, as contingent instances of becoming, immanently tra-
versed by connections between inter-affecting bodies. Desire is precisely an exis-
tential and transversal power, the material bearer of ‘pathic functions’, which in
turn produce and reproduce (but can also undermine and transform) established
hierarchical socio-economical orders. At the very core of social determinism lies
therefore desire’s coefficient of freedom. Since our desire, through different modes
of production, is a productive force that can immanently challenge the economical
system as well as make it function.

If desire can indeed take the form of psychic or sexual repression, as internal-
ization of economic exploitation and political domination, the force of desire is
nonetheless not reducible to this so-called subjective “interiority” or stasis of desire.
The latter are just a reactionary modes of desiring investment. They form a process
of subjective self-closure thanks to which dominant socio-economical schema of
organization exert and maintain their authority. Moreover, this does not mean that
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desire could be described as a natural drive that would precede its socio-cultural
repression. Rather, desire is coextensive to the social field: socio-economical produc-
tion is desiring production.

Reich posits a difference of nature between the instinctual and cosmic force
of desire and the socio-economical order of repression and Deleuze and Guattari
reject his dualism (libidinal vs political economy). They claim that this dualism
prevents us from grasping the always already social engineering and thus the radi-
cally artificial nature of desire. “We see here the difference with Reich: there is no
libidinal economy to impart, by other means, a subjective prolongation to political
economy; there is no sexual repression to internalize economic exploitation and
political subjection [...] this is political economy as such, an economy of flows,
which is unconsciously libidinal: #here is only one economy, not two; and desire or
libido is just the subjectivity of political economy.”™

This new approach allows us to understand in what sense capitalist economy
is precisely grounded on the liberal injunction to liberate and reinvest one’s desires
in ever-new objects, and thus, allowing for the creation of new markets and the
liberation of capitalist consumption itself. The liberal cult of free enjoyment and
satisfaction of desires is therefore not a natural expression of desire, but a contin-
gent, cultural organization of our desiring and productive forces which, far from
liberating us, binds us to our most reactive tendencies (the living basis of capitalism
is affective servitude).

In his preface to Anti-Oedipus, Foucault rightly sees a new conception of desire
that goes far beyond the Freudo-Marxist doxa. In particular, it goes beyond Reich.
As Deleuze and Guattari note in this book, “Reich himself never manages to pro-
vide a satisfactory explanation of this phenomenon [why do people desire their
own oppression].”* The main reason for Reich’s failure is that “he reintroduces
precisely the line of argument that he was in the process of demolishing, by creat-
ing a distinction between rationality as it is or ought to be in the process of social
production, and the irrational element in desire, and by regarding only this latter as
a suitable subject for psychoanalytic investigation.”* Deleuze and Guattari do not
aim to disclose an ultimate essence of desire, but to show that the unconscious is
not the reflection of a so-called human nature, but, rather, the object of a perpetual
reinvention of man by man.

This crucial opposition to Reich’s blind trust in a desire that would be naturally
and spontancously good shows us why Deleuze and Guattari are not the target of
Foucaults critique of desire. The target has always been, as the 1972 joke prompted
us to believe, the Freudo-Marxist tradition. While Reich remains caught in a theo-
logical vision of desire, preaching orgasmic implosion as a new doctrine of salvation,
Deleuze and Guattari radically depart from this view. For them, “desire is never
an undifferentiated instinctual energy, but itself the result of a highly developed,
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engineered setup rich in interactions: a whole supple segmentarity that processes
molecular energies and potentially gives desire a fascist determination . . . It’s too
easy to be antifascist on the molar level, and not even see the fascist inside you, the
fascist you yourself sustain and nourish and cherish with molecules both personal
and collective.”*

Thinking of power in a purely immanent and materialist way requires thinking
of it as being diffused. Like Foucault’s biopower, Deleuze and Guattari’s notion
of power exerts itself both — at the micro-physical level, by enacting a process of
homogenization of conducts, and also — at the macro-physical level, by produc-
ing the very conditions of its upheaval. The hypersensitive and nervous subjects of
capitalism are radically ambivalent. They can resist power by becoming reactive and
increasingly invest in static forms of identity and security (fascism as reactive type
of resistance). Or, on the contrary, they can adopt a purely active form of resistance,
while realizing that their relative obedience to the system in fact presupposes their
intrinsic freedom to obey or to resist.

The entire political problem rests on understanding what Deleuze and Guattari
call ‘becoming-revolutionary.” One has to become aware of the fact that power always
exerts itself on free subjects. Forces of oppression and alienation can also be used
differently — as a force of self-analysis (schizo-analysis) and self-fashioning. Foucault
would certainly endorse this line of argument. The fact that biopower has become a
‘power over life’ should not prevent us from reclaiming ‘a right to desire’”’ in order to
reappropriate the forces of our vital and productive bodies. It is certainly our body
and all the desire it produces that we wish to liberate from “foreign” domination. It is
“on that ground” that we constantly strive to create places of resistance. There is no
boundary between these two elements. “I oppress myself inasmuch as that ‘T’ is the
produced of a system of oppression that extends to all aspects of living. The revolu-
tionary consciousness will always be nothing but a mystification unless it is situated
within a revolutionary body — within a body that produces its own resistance and

liberation.”*®

4. DELEUZE’S CRITIQUE OF PLEASURE AS TRANSCENDENCE AND
FoucauLr’s PRAGMATICS OF DESIRE

As we have already mentioned in relation to Deleuze’s 1977 letter to Foucault, the
desire-pleasure divergence was more than a matter of words.” Insofar as pleasure is
oriented towards a discharge of energy it can be accomplished only with a sacrifice
of desire — with a way of getting rid of desire. In addition, the search for pleasure
does not establish any connection with the outside or with others. It remains ego-
logical through and through. “In its most attractive and indispensable forms, it
[pleasure] comes rather as an interruption in the process of desire [. . .] there is a lot
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of hatred, or fear of desire, in the cult of pleasure. Pleasure is the attribution of the
affect [. . .] it is the only means for a person ‘to find himself again’ in the process of
desire which overwhelms him.”

This is what Deleuze calls a passive joy. For him, it is merely reaction to an exter-
nal stimulus. It depends on external causes and, more importantly, it condemns us
to seck an impossible object and to produce phantasms. Western thought is nothing
but a series of interpretations of desire, which, unfortunately, it all amounts to what
Deleuze calls — the two maledictions of desire: “The first malediction of desire, the
first malediction that weighs on desire like a Christian curse, and goes back to the
Greeks, is that desire is lack. The second malediction is: desire will be satisfied by
pleasure, or will be in an enunciable relation with jouissance. Of course, there will
be those who will tell us that they are not the same things. Nonetheless, there is a
peculiar circuit here: desire-pleasure-jouissance. And all that, once again, is a way of
cursing and liquidating desire.”"

However, Foucault’s concern with the notion of desire does not target Deleuze
and Guattari’s conception. As hesays, in hisinterviewwith Jean Le Bitoux, “I'm quite
frankly hostile to the pre-Deleuzian or non-Deleuzian notion of desire.””* Foucault’s
argument is raised against a negative notion of desire that somehow would always
play the function of revealing our inner self through the process of confession.
He is concerned with the fact that the production of self-discourse — where desire
is the primary vehicle — was coopted into a whole of array of standardizing dis-
courses and, made possible a system of (sexual) normalization, which ultimately,
produces new identities that can be controlled and managed. In other words,
“tell me what your desire is, and T’ll tell you who you are [identification] — I’ll
tell you if you are normal or not, if I can disqualify you and your desires or not
[control].”?

Deleuze and Guattari’s notion of desire #s certainly not negative. It does not imply
lack.”* It does not produces identities, but only assemblages or multiplicities.”” And
it does so, not by positing new forms of subjectivity that could be controlled. By
constructing different assemblages, desire cannot be anymore the vehicle of normal-
ization since normalization demands uniformity, and Deleuze and Guattari’s notion
of desire produce only heterogeneity.

On the other hand, Foucault was not “fundamentally attached to the notion of
pleasure.” It was important for him not to think of pleasures as simply what we
feel, but also as what we use to transform the limits of our sensibility. One should
oppose to the techniques of domination (power as action over others’ actions) — the
pragmatics of self>” — the active and deliberate cultivation of one’s capacity to govern
oneself (as action upon one’s power to act). Any resistance against established forms
of power entails creating new uses of our power for transformation. It means to cre-
ate new ways of using the very elements (reactive desires and artificial needs) that
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disempower us and give Power its power. In Deleuze’s words, Foucault’s pragmatics
of desire and pleasure is “a question of “doubling” the play of forces, with a self-
relation that allows us to resist, to elude power, [and] to turn life or death against
power (le pouvoir).”* Moreover, it is certainly no longer “a matter of determinate
forms, as with knowledge, or of constraining rules, as with power: it’s a matter of
optional rules that make existence a work of art . . . rules at once ethical and aesthetic
that constitute ways of existing or styles of life.””

An exploration of our potentials for sexuality means first to desexualize pleasures
and to extract experimentations with our body from the reigns of the norm of sex.”’
It equally implies to compose oneself with other bodies and to become aware of
their needs, desires and pleasures. It requires from us to reinvent love and friendship
with andbeyond purely sexual practices. Foucault’s move beyond the sexuality prin-
ciple consists, therefore, in an eroticization of the body in its receptive and active
materiality. It is a way to dispossess oneself from one’s social identity and to become
increasingly susceptible to new types of pleasure.

This is the how these practices of pleasure constitute local strategies of freedom
and resistances against major politics of sex and the standardization of erotic prac-
tices. “It is the dispositifof sex that we must break away from, if we aim — through
a tactical reversal of the various mechanisms of sexuality — to counter the grips of
power with the claims of bodies, pleasures and forms of knowledge, in their multi-
plicity and their possibility of resistance.”’

In his interview Sex, Power and the Politics of Identity, Foucault makes ref-
erence to this positive way of envisioning sexuality, pleasure and desire. Our
desiring life and sexuality is something that we ourselves create and, thus, some-
thing that we can transform indefinitely. “We have to understand that with our
desires, through our desires go new forms of relationships, new forms of love,
new forms of creation. Sex is not a fatality: it is a possibility for creative life.”*
Hence, living through one’s desires and pleasures (in the most explicit way pos-
sible) amounts both to render other possibilities of life visible and to disrupt
traditional social codes.

This is certainly what ‘care of self” involves in late Foucault. It implies a series
of transformative operations one can exert onto oneself in order to become a truly
ethical subject. It means the kind of subject that is capable of using knowledge not
as a power of social distinction but as a tool for collective and self-transformation.
In this context, ethical subjectivity does not preexist the practice of ethics. Rather,
it is the product of a constant process of self-experimentation, which not only takes
the form of a progressive self-mastery, but can also provide us with a kind of sobriety
and joy of self-creation.
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CONCLUSION

In short, the desire-pleasure problem is a problem only to the extent that one’s
analysis focuses primarily on the texts that highlight potential divergences at the
expense of numerous philosophical commonalities between these thinkers. It is far
from being so significant as to define an incompatibility between Foucault and
Deleuze’s philosophies. This analysis shows that Deleuze and Guattari were not the
target of Foucaults critique of desire in La Volonté de Savoir. Equally important,
desire comes back and becomes central in Lusage des plaisirs, along with a series of
sexual practices that are not orgasm driven.
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CHAPTER 15

Biopower and Control

THOMAS NAIL

INTRODUCTION

What is the relationship between Foucault’s concept of biopower and Deleuze’s
concept of control? Despite the similarities between these two concepts, there is
not a single scholarly article that solely thematizes this question, nor a comparative
survey of the answers given so far. This essay aims to fill this lacuna. Despite the
lack of a full-length interrogation of this question, scholars have taken up several
different positions on the relationship between these two concepts. While some
distinguish the two concepts based on the content of what they act on (biopower
on life vs control on economics), others distinguish them based on the different
formal characteristics of how each type of power operates (biopower by manage-
ment vs control by modulation). These two positions are then subdivided with
respect to whether these differences between biopower and control are comple-
mentary or oppositional. Finally, a third position argues that biopower and control
are both similar and different. The following essay aims to assess and resolve this
question with the aide of Deleuze’s recently transcribed course lectures on Michel
Foucault (1985-06).

But why is there such scholarly division over the relation between these two
concepts? At least one explanation for this is that Deleuze only writes about this
concept in any length once in 1990, in a short essay entitled, “Postscripts on the
Societies of Control.” In this essay Deleuze clearly contrasts control with disciplin-
ary power and suggests that Foucault had also moved beyond disciplinary power
in his later work. While this suggests some sort of correlation between biopower
and control (both coming after disciplinary power), Deleuze makes no mention
of their relationship in this text. The other place one would expect to see a direct
comparison of these two concepts is in Deleuze’s book on Foucault — but with
only a couple mentions of biopower in this book, Deleuze offers no satisfactory
comparisons with the idea of control. If they were the same, surely Deleuze would
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have said so, right? Perhaps Deleuze’s equivocation in these texts is why the dif-
ferent scholarly positions on biopower and control can all agree on one thing:
biopower is not the same as control.

Interestingly, however, Deleuze did compare these two concepts, just not in
these texts. One of the more valuable contributions of Deleuze’s recently transcribed
course lectures on Foucault is that Deleuze offers several hours’ worth of direct com-
parison of biopower and control, that unfortunately never made it into any of his
published works. What we find in these lectures from 8 and 15 April 1986 is that
Deleuze not only entirely equates biopower and control, but also attributes their
shared origin to William Burroughs™ essay “The Limits of Control,” published in
1975. One year before Foucault introduces the concept of biopower in La volonté
de savoir (1976), Deleuze claims, based on personal knowledge, that Foucault was
“profoundly struck by Burroughs’ analysis of social control.”" In fact, Foucault and
Burroughs even presented on the same conference panel on 14 November 1975 at
the Semiotext(e) Schizo-Culture colloquium at Columbia University. Burroughs’
paper was entitled “The Impasses of Control,” and Foucault’s was entitled “We are
not Repressed.” Based on Burroughs™ concept of control, Deleuze claims, Foucault
develops the idea of biopower.

Can it be that biopower and control are the same? Or is Deleuze making
a Foucauldian monster? Do biopower and control define power over the same
content? Do they both have all the same formal characteristics? While scholars
on this question have laid out three different answers to these questions, the aim
of this essay is to argue for a fourth position. The thesis of this essay is thus that
biopower and control are the same concept of power in both content and form.
In order to defend this thesis, this essay is divided into three main sections. The
first section begins by laying out the three scholarly positions adopted thus far
on this question and the textual support offered for each position. Once we
understand these arguments and their basis in the published works of Deleuze,
the second section then compares these positions with the account offered by
Deleuze in his 1986 lectures on Foucault. Finally, the third section examines the
content and formal characteristics of both biopower and control in this light,
ultimately arguing that the two concepts are, and were always, meant to describe
the same type of power.

I. BiorowER vs CONTROL

The arguments for the difference between biopower and control can be grouped
into three distinct types: the argument based on their difference in content, the
argument based on their difference in form, and finally, the argument based on their
overlap. The aim of this first section is to consider each of these arguments in turn
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and what textual support is offered in favor of each. Once this is accomplished we
can then see, in the next section, if Deleuze’s recently transcribed lectures shed any
new light on these arguments or not.

Life vs economics

The first argument for the difference between biopower and control is that they refer
to different types of content. Biopower, it is argued, is defined by “the political control
over life and living beings,” while control is defined by explicitly economic and infor-
mational content. Steven Shaviro, for example, argues in his essay “The ‘Bitter Neces-
sity’ of Debt: Neoliberal Finance and the Society of Control” that “far from focusing
on biopower or biopolitics, Foucault abandons this direction of his thought™ in favor
of an economic analysis of neoliberalism in his (1978-9) College de France lectures,
The Birth of Biopolitics. Shaviro quotes Foucault’s description of this power as “the
image, idea, or theme-program of a society in which there is an optimization of sys-
tems of difference, in which the field is left open to fluctuating processes.” Thus, for
Shaviro, Foucault’s abandonment of the concept of biopower marks a theoretical step
forward, as well as a step closer to Deleuze’s own concept of control societies similarly
defined by neoliberal economics. “Both Foucault, in his analysis of neoliberalism, and
Deleuze, in his analysis of the control society,” Shaviro concludes, “insist upon what I
can only call an economism at the heart of postmodernity.™

I would like to highlight two important points in Shaviro’s argument. The first is
that Shaviro defines biopower exclusively by its political content: life. For Shaviro, it
seems that biopower has no formal characteristics. Or if it does, they are not essen-
tial to its definition. This creates an interesting absence of nomenclature for the new
concept of non-biopolitical economic power developed in The Birth of Biopolitics.
The second is that not only are biopower and control different, they are also mutu-
ally exclusive. Shaviro argues that

[Foucault] suggests — contrary to so much of the theorizing that has been done
in his name in the years since his death — that we cannot understand contempo-
rary society in terms of the supposed postulation of ‘life’ as a target and focus of
power. We need to follow the proliferation of market logic instead.’

Not only are they mutually exclusive, economic power is a clear theoretical
advancement over the analysis of biopower. In fact, Shaviro goes as far as to
claim that biopolitical analysis cannot understand contemporary society at all.
Shaviro is not the only one to have defined biopower exclusively or even just
primarily by the content to which it refers: life. In the History of Sexualiry, Volume 1,
Foucault himself defines biopower as a “political power [that] had assigned itself the
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task of administering life,”® and “brought life and its mechanisms into the realm of
explicit calculations.” In his (1975-6) lectures, Society Must be Defended, Foucault
defines biopower as the government of “man in so far as he is a living being.”® The
definition of biopower as the government over living beings has now spread across
academic disciplines.

Control, on the other hand, according to Deleuze’s published works, is not
defined solely by the content of life. Shaviro argues that control is primarily a theory
of economic power, and Antonio Negri even describes it as primarily a theory of
informational, communicational, or digital power.” In both of these cases control
is understood as a power over the non-living. Control is defined as non-biopower.
Despite their shared agreement on the content-based difference between biopower
and control, Shaviro and Hardt and Negri draw opposite conclusions from this
difference. For Shaviro, this difference renders biopower outmoded and useless,
whereas for Hardt and Negri this is precisely what makes them complementary.
“The society of control,” they say, “is able to adopt the biopolitical context as its
exclusive terrain of reference.”'” Thus, in this first definition biopower and control
are different because biopower is the government over the living and control is the
government over the non-living.

Management vs modulation

The second argument for the difference between biopower and control is that
they have different formal characteristics. Biopower, it is argued, is defined by
“the management of living beings,” while control is defined by “a modulation,
indifferent to life.” Joshua Kurz, for example, argues in his essay “(Dis)locating
Control: Transmigration, Precarity and the Governmentality of Control,” that
“what we are seeing [in contemporary politics] is not a ‘population management’
paradigm (i.e. bio-politics), but one of ‘population modulation’ (i.e. control).”"!
“Management,” according to Kurz,

is teleological, outcome-oriented; it is about accomplishing goals set along a
predetermined path toward a predetermined end. Modulation, however, is
about speed, the amplification or sublimation of turbulence, rhythm; it is about
amplifying and redirecting flows whose cause exists outside of the purview of
modulation. In short, modulation has no goals, no plan . .. Management and
modulation are qualitatively different."

With respect to immigration politics, “biopower,” according to Kurz, “is predicated

upon a system of enclosures that presume impermeable borders — even if they do
not exist in practice.”"> Control, on the other hand, “is no longer about reinforcing
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the space of enclosure (i.e. US border sanctity), but instead ‘thins’ the population
selectively. 14 This shift in contemporary governance is precisely why, according to
Kurz, “Foucaults lectures on The Birth of Biopolitics and Deleuze’s essay on control
largely ignore the term ‘biopolitics’ and instead, respectively, focus on neoliberalism
and the transition from discipline to control.”"

I would like to flag two important points in Kurz’s argument. First, not only is
there a qualitative difference in form between biopower and control (management
vs modulation), there is also a categorical difference in content (life and popula-
tions vs indifference to life and populations).'® Biopower and control, according
to Kurz, are different in every respect and are exclusive: what we are seeing is thus
not biopower, bur control. Second, however, only lines later, Kurz claims that
control is “primarily indifferent towards life . . . except only when it is strategically
useful to be otherwise.”"” This raises a couple of questions unanswered by Kurz:
does control take life to be the subject of its control or not? When it does, does it
then take the formal character of biopower or does it continue the formal process
of modulation? Does it change in content or in form? In either case the divisions
Kurz has erected are undermined. It seems to me there is an equivocation as to
whether these two forms of power are exclusive or complementary, and in what
sense they are so.

Matters are only made more complicated when Kurz favorably cites a chart
of social power published by John Protevi on his website, which does not seem
to allow for the possibility of the overlapping content that Kurz argues for. Pro-
tevi’s chart shows biopower beginning in 1850 and continuing to the present,
and control beginning in 1980 and continuing to the present. In this way Protevi
offers an unequivocally complementarist position. According to Protevi’s chart,
biopower and control are different in form and content and yet complementary
and overlapping only 7n history. The only similarity they have in common is that
they exist temporally from 1980 onward. Biopower and control thus act on their
own respective content according to their own formal characteristics and never
merge or ovetlap with respect to them. Protevi’s chart shows biopower’s theory
of power to be based on governmentality, control’s to be based on neoliberalism.
Where the primary actor of biopower is the subject, the primary actor of control is
the self-entrepreneur.'® Across eleven categories, Protevi maintains that biopower
and control are different.

Just as the argument for the difference between the content of biopower and
control had its exclusivist position in Shaviro and complementarist position in
Hardt and Negri, so the argument for formal difference has its exclusivist position
in Kurz (even if this is not consistently so) and its complementarist position in Pro-
tevi (even if this is only historical). But Kurz is not the only one to equivocate on
the similarities between biopower and control.
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Context and intensification

Thus, the third argument for the difference between biopower and control is that
they are both similar and different. This position is equivocal because its pro-
ponents are not clear as to what these particular similarities and differences are
exactly. The first proponents of this position are Michel Hardt and Antonio Negri.
They write together in their book Empire, that biopower is the “context,” “terrain
of reference,” or “realm” in which the new paradigm of control societies take place.
“The society of control,” they say, “is able to adopt the biopolitical context as its

»19 «

exclusive terrain of reference.”” “In the passage from disciplinary society to the
society of control,” they say, “a new paradigm of power is realized which is defined
by the technologies that reorganize society as a realm of biopower.”*’ Finally, they
say, “these concepts of the society of control and biopower both describe central
aspects of the concept of Empire.””!

These passages give rise to several questions left unanswered in Empire. What
exactly are the concrete or formal differences between these clearly different concepts
so central to Empire? What does it mean for biopower to be the context or terrain of
control? Does this mean that biopower came first and control later? Does this mean
that biopower is the content which is acted on by the form of control? If so, does
this mean that biopower and control are both defined by the same content of life
and populations?

Despite their equivocation about the similarities and differences between bio-
power and control, Hardt and Negri do offer us a clear account of the invention
of the concept of control. While the transition from discipline to control was only
implicit in Foucault, they say, Deleuze renders it explicit.”” Does this suggest that
Foucault had not conceived of a form of power after discipline? Surely, that ignores
Foucault’s creation of the concept of biopower. Or are Hardt and Negri suggest-
ing instead that biopower is the same as control only implicitly, and Deleuze just
makes this explicit? This, however, would seem to contradict Hardt and Negri’s
position that the two concepts are different: one being the terrain of the other.
Again, the answers to these sorts of questions are not at all clear.

This same type of equivocation is continued in a slightly different way in Jeffrey
Nealon’s book, Foucault Beyond Foucauls (2007). In a section of his book titled,
“Through (Foucaultian) Biopower to (Deleuzian) Control,” Nealon argues that
control is a Foucauldian “intensification” of both discipline and biopower into a
whole new form of power. He says,

following the Foucaultian logic of power we've been developing here, as societies
of control extend and intensify the tactics of discipline and biopower (by linking
training and surveillance to evermore-minute realms of everyday life), they also
give birth to a whole new form.”
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These passages raises several questions. First, the title of the section seemed to indi-
cate that we were moving from Foucauldian biopower to Deleuzian control, and
now the above passage indicates that this move takes place entirely within Foucaults
own logic of the intensification of power. The argument here seems to be that the
concept of control is Foucaults concept. Nealon then claims that “Deleuze further
elaborates on the Foucaultian distinction between discipline and control.”** So the
argument here seems to be that Foucault invents the idea of control (contrasted
with discipline and/or biopower?) and Deleuze simply elaborates on it. Thus, my
second question, how much does Deleuze elaborate it? Does Deleuze elaborate it
so much that it becomes something substantially different from biopower and thus
non-Foucauldian? Or are they exactly the same concept just elaborated with differ-
ent examples? Further, if Foucault had really invited the concept of control, why
does Nealon leave this type of power missing in his chart of power on page 45,
which shows only biopower from 1850 to the present and no mention of control?
In all of these claims Nealon offers no textual support from Foucault saying that
biopower was intensified into the concept of control. The only one who talks about
control as a type of power is Deleuze.

While Hardt and Negri claim that biopower is the “terrain” of control, and Nealon
claims that control is an “intensification” of biopower, in both cases it remains entirely
unclear what the exact similarities and differences are between the two forms of power.
Again, this scholarly division and equivocation is partly the result of a lack of any
explicit comparison between these two concepts in the published works of Deleuze
and Foucault. Thus, we turn now to Deleuze’s recently transcribed 1985-6 course
lectures on Foucault to help shed some light on these questions.

II. Tae LiMiTs oF CONTROL

Deleuze was so affected by Foucaults death in 1984, that he began writing a book
on him immediately. When asked why he wanted to write such a book, Deleuze
was quite clear, “it marks an inner need of mine, my admiration for him, how I was
moved by his death, and his unfinished work.”* Deleuze’s desire for some kind of
reconciliation with Foucault seems to have been a mutual one. According to Didier
Eribon, one of Foucault’s most heartfelt wishes, knowing that he would not live
long, was to reconcile with Deleuze.” After speaking at Foucault’s funeral, Deleuze’s
book project on Foucault began as a lecture series given at the Université de Paris
VIII between 1985 and 1986. The seminars were recorded by various students on
cassettes, which the Bibliotheéque Nationale de France converted into digital files.
But these lectures were not merely a scholarly commentary on Foucault’s work.
They were, in the words of Frédéric Gros, “[a] means [of] discovering the founding
principles, [and] laying bare the inherent metaphysics of [his] thought.” “It is amaz-
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ing to see,” Gros admits in an interview with Francois Dosse, “how Deleuze, who
couldn’t have had any knowledge of the College de France lectures, was so accurate
in his interpretation.”*

Among many other insights offered by these lectures on Foucault, they are also
Deleuze’s most sustained description and comparison of the two concepts of bio-
power and control. Given the lack of such a comparison in Deleuze’s published
works and the subsequent division among scholarly interpretations on this topic,
these lectures offer us the possibility of further clarifying the relationship between

biopower and control.

But before we begin looking at the defining characteristics of biopower and control,
according to Deleuze’s lectures on Foucault, we should begin with the shared origin
of these two concepts. We should begin with William Burroughs. “Control,” accord-

29 <«

ing to Deleuze “is the name Burroughs gave to modern power,”” “and Foucault sees

<

it fast approaching.”” “A biopolitics of populations,” Deleuze says in his 8 April

lecture on Foucault,

what can we call this third [type of power]? We call it, following the American
author, Burroughs, a formation of control power. We have therefore: sovereign
power, disciplinary power, and control power ... I am authorized to say this
because of Foucault’s admiration and familiarity with Burroughs, even though,
to my knowledge, he never spoke of him in his writings, his [influence] on him
was great, notably the analyses Burroughs made of social control in modern
societies after the war [WWII]. After the war this had really struck Foucault.”

According to Deleuze, Foucault was inspired by Burroughs™ analysis of social con-
trol so much that he based the concept of biopower on it. As early as 1961, in 7he
Soft Machine, Burroughs was already describing a softer and more flexible system of
modern power that worked on the “thought feeling and sensory impressions of the
workers.”” Before the publication of La Volonté de Savoir (1976), Burroughs had
also published an essay called “The Limits of Control” (1975) that described an idea
of control power as a supple and non-totalizing power that works directly on /ife.
“All control systems,” Burroughs says, “try to make control as tight as possible, but
at the same time, if they succeeded completely there would be nothing left to con-
trol . . . Life is will (motivation) and the workers would no longer be alive, perhaps
literally.” Thus control, for Burroughs, is always a limited and flexible control of life
without totalizing or destroying it. “Control,” he says, “needs opposition or acqui-
escence; otherwise, it ceases to be control.” “In fact, the more completely hermetic
and seemingly successful a control system is, the more vulnerable it becomes.” Such
a system, Burroughs continues, “would be completely disoriented and shattered by
even one person who tampered with the control [system].” Thus, concession is a
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crucial part of control, Burroughs writes, because “concession is still the retention of
control. Here’s a dime, I keep a dollar.” Following Burroughs analysis of the flexible
social control over life, Deleuze can then make the following claim about Foucault:

it seems to me that i’s truly a misinterpretation to make Foucault into a thinker
who privileges confinement. On the contrary: sometimes he subordinates
confinement to a more profound function of exteriority, and sometimes he
announces the end of confinement in favor of another kind of function of con-
trol altogether, defined by open and not closed functions.”

“Biopolitics,” according to Deleuze, is this new form of power, prefigured by Bur-
roughs, that “manages life in numerous multiplicities and in an open space, control-

ling life, as a biopolitics of populations.”34

This brings us to Deleuze’s definition of biopower and control. First, how does
Deleuze define the type of content that biopower and control take as their object?
Biopower, Deleuze says, is defined by the “management of life and populations
distributed in an open [i.e. non-totalized, or smooth (/isse)] space.””® But what is
a population? A population, Deleuze says, is “a large multiplicity without assign-

able limits.”? «

We are in the age of the biopolitics of populations,” Deleuze says,
“where the population can just as easily be the population of grains, sheep, vine-
yards, as of men; all of them can be taken as populations.”” While the subject
of sovereign power, according to Deleuze is in the end, the sovereign (i.e. God)
and the subject of discipline is man, the subject of biopower is the living within
man.” The civil right of man is thus becoming more and more the social right
of living populations. The civil contract, Deleuze says, “is a relation between a
person and a person, it is not a relation at the level of a population. You can have
conventions between members of a population, but you cannot have contrac-
tual relations, it's absolutely impossible.”” Thus, contemporary illness, workers
strikes, genocide, abortion, and political struggles increasingly take place not
with respect to a conflict over a contract between persons, but refer to a third:
the living population.

So, how does Deleuze define the content and subjects of control? “In the for-
mations of control,” Deleuze says, “power and right take for their object, life. But
power and right under what form? Under the form of ‘the management of life, the
management of populations’ or under the form of right, the social right to ‘assure
life in man.”* Deleuze is quite clear, biopower and control are both defined by the
management of living populations and their social right in open space. They have
exactly the same content.

But how does Deleuze define the form of biopower and control? Both are con-
trasted with the enclosed spaces of disciplinary confinement and identified with the
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open spaces of probability. According to Deleuze, the process of rendering probable
the unpredictable is the key formal aspect that defines both biopower and control.
In his 8 April lectures on Foucault, Deleuze says:

it goes without saying that confinement is absolutely useless. What is more, it is
becoming expensive, its becoming stupid, and socially irrational. The calculus
of probabilities is much better than the walls of a prison. It is a control power
and no longer a disciplinary power. I think this must be said, and said equally
for all the elements in Foucault.”!

Control power, according to Deleuze, is what comes after disciplinary power and
is defined by the calculus of probabilities in Foucault’s work. Deleuze defines
biopower in exactly the same way. “Biopolitics,” Deleuze says, “never stops ren-
dering probable, it aims to render probable the rise in birth rates, for example;
it aims to oversee [surveiller], it is a management . . . implies a management of
probable phenomena, births, deaths, marriages, etc.”** “We see here,” Deleuze
continues,

the importance of the difference between discipline and biopolitics. Biopoli-
tics takes place in an open space of great multiplicities whose limits cannot be
assigned. They are only manageable according to the calculus of probabilities, by
the development of a calculus of probabilities in the sense of the social control of
probabilities, probabilities of marriage in a nation, probabilities of death, prob-
abilities of birth, etc.”

The age of confinement is quite different than the age of biopolitics. “The age of the
biopolitics of populations,” Deleuze says, is defined by

probability scales, that replaces the assignable limits of confinement. That is to
say, zones of probability. You have zones of probability for French people going
on vacation to Spain, etc. There are no more limits: you have no need for limits.
Do you understand why this is not confinement? The third age is no longer
that of confinement. With confinement, there is no longer anything to be done,
because the assignable limits are replaced by zones of frequency. It is the zones of
frequency that count. Why do you need to lock people up when you know you
can find them all on the highway at a given day and hour?**

Thus, biopolitics and control, according to Deleuze, are both defined by the man-

agement and control of probabilities: probabilities of people on vacation, of cars on
the highway, as well their control through the use of a unified system of magnetic
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cards. With the advent of home nursing teams, the institution is no longer one of
confinement but of home monitoring and management.

In conclusion, we can locate for the first time, in Deleuze’s lectures on
Foucault, a clear equivalence between biopower and control in both content
and form. Both take the life of populations as their object and the management
of probabilities as their defining formal characteristic. These lectures thus pose
interesting implications for the previous scholarly arguments for the relative
or absolute differences between biopower and control. In the third and final
section of this paper, I will thus examine the implications of these lectures
on the three types of scholarly arguments from the first section. In this final
evaluation I conclude that there is no meaningful difference between biopower
and control.

ITI. BiorowEeR | CONTROL

Before looking at the implications of these lectures for the previous three scholarly
arguments, it is important to note their speculative character. It must be admitted
that nowhere in Deleuze or Foucault’s previously published writings do we find
any direct contrast between biopower and control. The scholarly arguments for the
various differences between biopower and control have largely hinged on interpre-
tive comparisons based on what Deleuze or Foucault did 7or say. For example,
why does Foucault 70t talk about biopower very much in his lectures on 7he Birth
of Biopower: Why does Deleuze nor directly equate biopower and control in his
essay on control societies? The arguments for the difference between biopower and
control have all hinged on the absence, rather than the presence, of a direct com-
parison between them. Deleuze’s lectures on Foucault, on the other hand, offer us
the first positive comparison between these two concepts. So what can we conclude
about the implication of these lectures for these three arguments for the difference
between biopower and control?

The first argument we looked at was the argument that biopower and control
responded to different content. Biopower, it is argued, is defined by “the political
control over life and living beings,” while control is defined by explicitly economic
and informational content. The textual support Steven Shaviro offers for this argu-
ment is that “Foucault abandons this direction of his thought” in favor of an eco-
nomic analysis of neoliberalism in his (1978-9) College de France lectures, The
Birth of Biopolitics. Joshua Kurz uses this same argument. Not only does Foucault
abandon the theory of the management of life, these authors argue, but this theory
also became useless for understanding contemporary economic phenomena. The
fact that Foucault says nothing about biopower in his lectures on biopolitics means
that he has abandoned it.

257



BETWEEN DELEUZE AND FOUCAULT

There are three problems with this argument. First, Foucault does not aban-
don biopower in his lectures on neoliberalism. In fact, Foucault says precisely
the opposite:

it seems to me that the analysis of biopolitics can only get under way when we
have understood this general regime that we can call the question of truth, of
economic truth in the first place, within governmental reason . . . only when we
know what this governmental regime called liberalism was, will we be able to

grasp what biopolitics is.”

Not only does Foucault not abandon the concept of biopower, the entire lecture series
is devoted to providing a genealogy of its emergence in liberalism. Accordingly, the
second problem with this argument is that in these lectures Foucault argues that eco-
nomic rationality is fundamental to biopolitics. In fact, we cannot understand one
without the other. Foucault defines both economic rationality and biopolitics as the
management of unpredictable populations. Populations, as Deleuze rightly notes,
include both biological and non-biological populations. Economic phenomena are
thus not the opposite of living phenomena. The third problem with this argument is
that it lacks any direct textual support in Deleuze’s work. We find exactly the opposite
claim in Deleuze’s lectures on Foucault, when Deleuze says that “in the formations of
control power, power and right take for their object, life . . . ‘the management of life,
the management of populations.”” Accordingly, biopower is not a useless theory of
contemporary power and control is not a theoretical advancement over it: they respond
to the same content. There is clear textual support from both Deleuze and Foucault
that biopower and control both take living populations as their object.

The second argument we looked at was the argument that biopower and control
are defined by different formal characteristics. Biopower, it is argued, is defined by
management, while control is defined by modulation. Management, according to
Kurz, is teleological and defined by a system of enclosures that presume imperme-
able borders. Modulation, on the other hand, according to Kurz, is non-teleological
and defined by the amplification and redirection of flows in open spaces.” Manage-
ment and modulation are thus formally different.

Here again, there are three problems with this argument. First, Foucault does
not define biopolitical management by enclosed spaces. In both Security, Territory,
Population and The Birth of Biopolitics, Foucault says exactly the opposite.

This analysis is not at all the ideal or project of an exhaustively disciplinary

society in which the legal network hemming in individuals is taken over and
extended internally by, let’s say, normative mechanisms. Nor is it a society in
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which a mechanism of general normalization and the exclusion of those who
cannot be normalized is needed. On the horizon of this analysis we see instead
the image, idea, or theme-program of a society in which there is an optimization
of systems of difference, in which the field is left open to fluctuating processes,
in which minority individuals and practices are tolerated, in which action is
brought to bear on the rules of the game rather than on the players, and finally
in which there is an environmental type of intervention instead of the internal
subjugation of individuals.”

Biopolitics is not defined by enclosures or confinement, but by the management of
fluctuating processes in an open field. Even with respect to “so-called” town plan-
ning in the eighteenth century, Foucault points out how this was not a matter of
enclosure but of “the spatial, juridical, administrative, and economic opening up of
the town: resituating the town in a space of circulation.”® The opening up of eco-
nomic circulation between towns is precisely how Foucault characterizes economic
liberalism: as the “the form of competition between states in an open economic and
political field.””’

The second problem with this argument is that Foucault also does not define
biopolitical management as teleological. Again, he says the opposite. According to
Foucault, “the first great theorist of what we could call bio-politics, bio-power,”
Jean-Baptiste Moheau, describes how government cannot plan society with absolute
certainty in advance, but instead must respond to the fluctuation of natural givens:
the milieu. “The town,” Foucault says, “will not be conceived or planned according
to a static perception that would ensure the perfection of the function there and
then, but will open onto a future that is not exactly controllable, not precisely mea-
sured or measurable, and a good town plan takes into account precisely what might
happen.”" Biopolitical management thus is not a certain plan for the present, it is
a potential plan for an uncertain future.

The third problem with this argument is that there is no textual support for it.
In fact, this argument is directly contradicted by Deleuze, in his lectures on Fou-
cault, as well as by Foucault himself. In his clearest articulation of this, Deleuze says:
“In the formations of control, power and right take for their object, life . . . under
the form of ‘the management of life, the management of populations.”” Control is
management. Bringing the three concepts of control, biopower, and management
together, Deleuze says:

We see here the importance of the difference between discipline and biopolitics.
Biopolitics takes place in an open space of great multiplicities whose limits can-
not be assigned. They are only manageable according to the calculus of prob-
abilities . . . in the sense of the social control of probabilities.
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Discipline normalizes closed spaces, whereas biopower and control both man-
age open spaces according to a calculus of probabilities. Kurz’s argument is also
contradicted by Foucault in his description of pastoral power, which is not a
disciplinary mechanism based on the teaching of general normative principles,
“but rather,” a teaching “by a daily modulation, and this teaching must also pass
through an observation, a supervision, a direction exercised at every moment
and with the least discontinuity possible over the sheep’s whole, total conduct.”*
With respect to crime, drugs, and taxes, Foucault similarly argues that instead
of trying to control them absolutely through normalization, biopolitics actively
controls them through a continual modulation of incentives and within proba-
bilistic limits.

The third argument for the difference between biopower and control we looked
at was the argument that there are both similarities and differences between bio-
power and control. In particular, biopower is said to be the “context” or “terrain”
of control, according to Hardt and Negri, or that control is an “intensification”
of biopower, according to Nealon. Again, there are three problems with these
arguments. First, neither of these arguments state exactly what characteristics of
biopower and control are shared and which are not. If biopower is the context
of control or control is an intensification of biopower, this does not tell us much
of anything about the difference between them. It only tells us that “there are
some differences.”

Second, these arguments lack textual support in Foucault’s work. While Fou-
cault does speak of biopower as an intensification of discipline, as is argued by
Hardt and Negri, Foucault does not, however, speak of control as an intensification
of biopower. Nealon’s argument is thus a creative attempt to reconcile biopower
and control in the absence of any published text from either of the authors on the
subject. Hardt and Negri go even further in their speculation by suggesting that the
idea was already implicit in Foucault and Deleuze just made it explicit. This is an
interesting idea, but one which Hardt and Negri provide no textual support for in
Foucault’s work.

The third problem with both of these arguments is that their interpretations are
contradicted by Deleuze’s lectures on Foucault. In these lectures, as I have shown in
the sections above, Deleuze identifies biopower and control in both form and con-
tent. Further, there is no place in his lectures where he contrasts them at any point.
The argument that control was already implicit in Foucault’s work and Deleuze just
made it explicit, however, does have some merit. Although this would require some
extensive textual support in Foucault, one could argue that this is precisely what
Deleuze’s lectures on Foucault do. But this argument is true only on the condition
that the two ideas remain the same and not, as Hardt and Negti, argue, different
(insofar as they argue biopower is the terrain of control). This is another point of
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equivocation in Hardt and Negri’s argument. Is control up to and nothing more
than the explication of the idea of biopower, already at work in Foucault, or does
control at some point become different enough to make biopower its terrain of
action?

CONCLUSION

Whether Deleuze makes explicit the idea of control implicit in Foucault’s concept
of biopower, or Foucault makes explicit the idea of biopower in Burroughs™ concept
of control, the best supported textual conclusion we can make at this point in the
debate is that biopower and control are synonymous in both content and form.
Both take the life of populations as their content and the management of probabil-
ity as their form. But the statistical control over the life of populations should not
be understood in the limited sense of biological beings alone. There is also a life of
the city, a life of crime, political life, economic life, etc. Foucault and Deleuze are
both quite clear in their examples of biopolitics that it includes the management of
city—planning, money, transportation, crime, information, communication, water,
sheep, grain and the climate, just as much as it is the statistical management of
human births, deaths, marriages and illness. These are all living forces insofar as
they are ultdimately uncertain and non-totalizable phenomena. Accordingly, they
cannot be managed as individuals, but only as populations with non-assignable
limits: as multiplicities, as zones of frequency.
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CHAPTER 16

Two Concepts of Resistance:
Foucault and Deleuze

DanNieL W. SMITH

In a letter Deleuze addressed to Foucault in 1977, shortly after the publication of
the first volume on The History of Sexuality (and which has since been published
under the title “Desire and Pleasure”), Deleuze laid out several distinctions between
his own philosophical trajectory and Foucault’s, one of which concerns, precisely,
the status of Foucault’s concept of resistance. “It seems to me that Michel confronts
a problem that does not have the same status for me,” Deleuze wrote.

If dispositifs of power are in some way constitutive [for Foucault], there can
only be phenomena of “resistance” against them, and the question bears on
the status of these phenomena ... For myself, the status of phenomena of
resistance is not a problem; since lines of flight are primary determinations,
since [it is] desire [ — and not power — that] assembles the social field . . . if
the first given of a society is that everything takes flight, then everything in it
is deterritorialized.'

A Thousand Plateaus (which was published in 1981, four years after Deleuze penned
his letter) contains a now well-known footnote where Deleuze and Guattari elabo-
rate these claims:

Our only points of disagreement with Foucault are the following: (1) to us
the [social] assemblages seem fundamentally to be assemblages not of power,
but of desire (desire is always assembled), and power seems to be a strati-
fied dimension of the assemblage; (2) the diagram and abstract machine
have lines of flight that are primary, which are not phenomena of resis-
tance of counterattack in an assemblage, but cutting edges of creation and
deterritorialization.?
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What I would like to do in this chapter is examine Deleuze’s critique of the concept
of resistance. The point is not to choose one thinker over another, but to provide a
kind of necessary conceptual analysis. If the task of philosophy is to create concepts,
as Deleuze says; and if concepts divide up and distribute our world in different
ways, then the differences in concepts can have certain ramifications — even if, as
in the case of Deleuze and Foucault, they are dealing with similar problems. But in
the end, I would, nonetheless, like to revive an aspect of Deleuze’s thought that has
not been, unfortunately, one of his lingering legacies — even though, for a certain
period of time, it is the aspect of his thought that was most well-known: namely,
the theory of desire.

THE PLACE OF “RESISTANCE” IN FoucauLT’s TRAJECTORY

The first thing I would like to do is to follow the trajectory of Foucault’s thought to
see why he was led to develop a concept of “resistance” in the first place. Foucaults
thought is often divided into three periods, or three axes: (1) his early work on dis-
course and the conditions of knowledge (Madness and Civilization, The Birth of the
Clinic, The Order of Things, The Archaeology of Knowledge); (2) a middle period, in
the 1970s, on the mechanisms of power (Discipline and Punish, History of Sexuality,
Volume 1); and (3) his final work on ethics or modes of “subjectivation” (History of
Sexuality, Volumes 2 and 3). The concept of resistance arises at a specific moment in
this trajectory — at the end of the period on power — and there is a precise reason
why Foucault was led to develop a concept of resistance at this point. Indeed, Fou-
cault was precipitated from one period to another by certain problems that arose in
the domain he was then considering — they are, as it were, fault lines or cracks in his
thought, sending it off in new and different directions.

Foucaults first period concerned, in part, the role of discourse in knowledge,
and the relation of discursive formations to what Deleuze would call “fields of vis-
ibility.” We find in Foucault’s work, for instance, an analysis of the discourse of
madness or mental illness (in Madness and Civilization), which finds its “field of
visibility” (at a historically determinate moment) in the asylum, as a place where the
mad are “made visible.” Similarly, we find in Discipline and Punish an analysis of
the discourse of delinquency and criminality, as well as an analysis of the prison as
its field of visibility. These two fields — the field of discourse and the field of visibil-
ity — are not the same, and have complex relations. The discourse of penal law, for
instance, which defines which actions are criminal or illegal, is not the same as the
discourse surrounding the prison, which deals with the question of how to manage
the prisoners incarcerated there. Hence the first problem (or set of problems) that
arose in Foucault’s work: how, Foucault was asked, did he account for the relation
between discourses and their corresponding fields of visibility — and even more
to the point, how could he account for the discontinuity between historical epis-
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temes? (One of Foucault’s aims — notably in The Order of Things — was to show that
“knowledge” has had various epistemic formations: from the Renaissance (sixteenth
century) through the Classical Age (mid-seventeenth century through the end of
the eighteenth century) to the Modern Age (nineteenth century through at least the
mid-twentieth century).)

Foucault found an answer to these problems in the concept of power relations:
every form of knowledge (as both a field of discourse and a field of visibility) is itself
an integration of power relations, which Foucault defined as a capacity to affect and
to be affected — or what he elsewhere termed “governmentality,” which precedes
the formation of any given government. In his middle works, Foucault wound up
isolating and analyzing two primary forms of governmentality: “disciplinary power”
or “anatomo-politics,” which is exerted on individual bodies, and “bio-power,”
which is exerted on large populations. Power relations themselves are never given
or known — knowledge is still presented in terms of the two fields of discourse and
visibility — but it is the exercise of power relations that makes knowledge possible,
and it is their shifting relations that accounts for the discontinuities between forma-
tions of knowledge.

It was at the end of his considerations of the question of power that the problem
of resistance arose — this is the second profound fault line in Foucault’s thought. If
power is ubiquitous, if it covers the entire social field, if it is these power relations
that provoke and condition our forms of knowledge, then is it possible to alter these
power relations themselves, to change them, to combat them — in short, to resiss
them? In a sense, this is the question that obsessed Foucault in his final works, and
that provoked his shift — which occurred between the first and second volumes of
the History of Sexuality — away from questions of power to questions of ethics and
processes of subjectivation.

This then, is our initial question: what exactly is the status of resistance in these
later works of Foucault? It is true that Foucault will say that resistance is “primary”
in relation to power relations, since it entails a relation with the outside.” In this
sense, one could perhaps speak of a progressive “deepening” in Foucaults work as
it develops: power relations condition the forms of knowledge, but resistance is
primary in relation to power. Yet the idea that “resistance is primary in relation to
power” is easier to say than to conceptualize, and no one was more aware of this
than Foucault himself. The eight years that separate the first two volumes of the
History of Sexuality (1976-84) testify to this, and to the profundity of the problem
that Foucault was grappling with.

In his great essay “The Lives of Infamous Men,” Foucault had written that
“the most intense point of a life, the point where its energy is concentrated, is
where it comes up against power, struggles with it, attempts to use its forces and
to evade its traps.” Indeed, the book for which this essay was intended to serve
as an introduction was to be what Foucault called an “anthology of existences,”

266



Two CONCEPTS OF RESISTANCE

that is, a documentation of the existence of people, in the past, whose lives would
have disappeared into total obscurity had they not had a single run-in with the
mechanisms of power, and left a tiny trace in an archive somewhere: petty crimi-
nals, inconsequential usurers, scandalous monks. For instance, in the archives of
the hospital in Charenton, France, Foucault finds a short entry concerning one
Mathurin Milan, admitted to the hospital on 31 August 1707, accused of madness.
The entry reads:

His madness was always to hide from his family, to lead an obscure life in the
country, to have actions at law, to lend usuriously and without security, to lead
his feeble mind down unknown paths, and to believe himself capable of the
greatest employments.’

One can see why Foucault’s eye would have been attracted to this entry, which he
found in the archives of the Bibliothéque Nationale in Paris (where Foucault spent
a good percentage of his adult life). Mr. Milan seems to have led a not unordinary
life: he lived alone and avoided his family, though he also engaged in suspicious
money-lending and legal practices. Yet Mr. Milan was admitted to the Charenton
hospital as “mad” for these very reasons — one of many obscure and “infamous” lives
that was “reduced to ashes in the few sentences that struck them down.” Indeed, as
Foucault comments, one of the questions provoked by reading Milan’s entry in the
Charenton hospital archives concerned “the reason why people were so zealous to
prevent the feebleminded from walking down unknown paths.”

“The Lives of Infamous Men” was published in January 1977, not long after
the publication of the first volume of the History of Sexuality, and the intended
anthology was to have included the cases of Pierre Riviere (“having slaughtered my
mother, my sister, and my brother . . .”) and Herculine Barbin (“being the recently
discovered memoirs of a nineteenth-century French Hermaphrodite”). One can
see how cases like those of Mathurin Milan pose the problem of resistance in an
acute manner. As subjects, we are determined as much by forms of knowledge —
for instance, by the categories and roles by which we are classified and identified
(you are a man, or a woman, or a homosexual, or a teacher, or a student . . .) —as
by the strategies of power that are constantly exerted upon us — ordering our time,
distributing our space, making us develop our powers and capacities (such as our
labor power) in determinate ways (such as the maximization of labor capacity in
Fordism). How does someone like Milan resist these exercises of power? Foucault
early on gave up on the idea that our “experience” had an independent existence
prior to the exertion of power upon it. Power relations are ubiquitous, and are
immanent to experience itself. The idea that power is imposed upon our experi-
ence from without is precisely the old conception of power that Foucault strove to
contest throughout his writings.
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It is thus from within the context of power relations that resistance must arise.
But here is where we can see two conceptions of resistance in Foucault: a reactive
and an active type of resistance (borrowing these terms from Deleuze’s reading of
Nietzsche). The very concept seems to imply a reactive conception: resistance would
seem to be defined as a reaction or as a response to a given exercise of power. We all
know the paradigmatic case: the person in grade school who reacts to every com-
mand to sit down and sit up, to form a straight line, to stop talking in class, to raise
your hand when you need to go to the toilet. Such a person resists power, every-
where and always, constantly testing its limits. And such a conception is repeated
on a larger scale, socially and politically. As a mere reaction to power, however, resis-
tance is quickly reappropriated and restratified, and the “knots of power” quickly
reform around it.” Foucault’s question then became: what is an active conception of
resistance (which is simply another way of answering the question of how resistance
is primary in relation to power)?

The answer to this question came in Foucault’s final works: power becomes
active when it is directed, not against another exercise of power, but against itself.
Resistance becomes active in the relation to oneself, the ability each of us has to
affect oneself, the affect of the self by itself. In affecting myself, I open up the pos-
sibility of creating myself in a way that differs from the present forms of knowledge,
and the present constraints of power. In reading Foucault’s biographies, and his last
interviews, it seems clear that this active conception of resistance was developed, or
at least confirmed, by Foucault’s experiences in California, where he went to teach
at Berkeley. In San Francisco, he discovered a gay community that had little parallel
in Paris, and which had been created, not by a wholesale frontal reaction against
a homophobic culture, but rather step by step, on the basis of individuals exerting
power on themselves, affecting themselves, constituting themselves as gay, and then
linking up, slowly but surely, into a group or community that, by the time Foucault
arrived, had a significant political presence and political power. In this sense, Fou-
caults philosophy recapitulated the three questions of Kant’s philosophy: (1) What
can I know? (What can I see and articulate within any given historical episteme?); (2)
What can I do? (What power may I claim and what resistances may I counter?); and
most importantly (3) What can I &2 (How can I produce myself as a subject? How
can | be otherwise? How can 1 ‘#hink otherwise’?) The answer to the latter question
is given, in part, by the capacity of power or force to affect itself.

From Foucaurr to DELEUZE

The ambiguities of Foucault’s position here, however, have often been noted. Most
often, Foucault’s later turn toward ethics, or modes of subjectivation (ways I can
affect myself, ways I can produce myself as a subject) has been interpreted in merely
aesthetic and private terms: I can treat myself or my life as a work of art, something to
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be fashioned creatively, but that creation is ultimately a kind of private endeavor, far
removed from political realities. This is how Richard Rorty tended to read Foucaults
later work, though the example of the gay community in San Francisco shows that
“affecting oneself” is far more than an aesthetic enterprise. More importantly, Fou-
cault’s work on ethics or “modes of subjectivation” touches on a profound point that
allows us to link up Foucault’s work with Deleuze’s. In The Use of Pleasure, Foucault
says that the affect of the self by itself presumes a determination of an “ethical sub-
stance” that is to be affected — whether it is pleasure, desire, the flesh, one’s feelings,
and so forth. He summarized the ethical conduct of various periods in some familiar
slogans. For the Greeks, it was “Know yourself!” following the Socratic dictum. For
the Romans, it was “Master yourselfl” where the ethical substance to be affected was
the passions, which needed to be mastered and harmonized. For the Christians, it
was “Deny yourselfl” and what needed to be denied were the cravings of the flesh,
and their concupiscence. For us moderns, the slogan has become “Express yourself!”,
that is, express the feelings and desire that constitute you — that constitute what you
really are. Foucault’s whole conception of ethics implies a determination of the ethi-
cal substance that is to be affected.

In his book on Foucault, Deleuze himself poses a question that, in retrospect,
has an enormous resonance. “Is the affect of self by self pleasure,” he asks, “or
desire?”® This question refers to a minor dispute between Foucault and Deleuze
that nonetheless has important implications for the question at hand, namely, the
status of “resistance” in the two thinkers. In Deleuze’s 1977 open letter to Foucault,
“Desire and Pleasure,” with which we began, Deleuze recounts that Foucault once
said to him:

I cannot bear the word desire; even if you use it differently, I cannot keep myself
from thinking or living that desire = lack, or that desire is repressed. Michel
added, whereas myself, what I call pleasure is perhaps what you call desire; but
in any case, I need another word than desire.

Obviously, once again, this is more than a question of words. Because for my
part, I can scarcely tolerate the word pleasure. But why? For me, desire implies no
lack; neither is it a natural given. It is an agencement [ assemblage] of heterogeneous
elements that function . . . I cannot give any positive value to pleasure because
pleasure seems to me to interrupt the immanent process of desire; pleasure seems
to me to be on the side of strata and organization . . . Pleasure seems to me to
be the only means for a person or a subject to “find itself again” in a process that
surpasses it.”

These comments seem to reveal that, at the end of his career, in the midst of his

reflections on resistance, Foucault was led to a point that suddenly seemed to find
itself linked up, in complicated and sometimes obscure ways, with Deleuze’s earlier

269



BETWEEN DELEUZE AND FOUCAULT

work on desire. Deleuze seemed to have a premonition of these linkages: “Could
I think of equivalences of this type,” he asked himself, “what for me is the body
without organs corresponds to what for Michel is body-pleasures? Can I relate
the ‘body—flesh’ distinction, of which Michel spoke to me, to the ‘body without
organs—organization distinction?”" Yet although Deleuze raises these questions, he
admits that he does not know how to answer them. “I do not know how to situate
myself,” he confesses, “in relation to Michel’s present research.”"!

If Deleuze was unable to situate his own work in relation to Foucault in 1977, the
intervening years have perhaps given us a more perspicacious perspective. Why does
the concept of resistance, which arises in Foucault’s work for determinable reasons,
find no precise equivalent in Deleuze? Why does Deleuze appeal to a concept of desire
rather than power/resistance (or even pleasure)? To attempt to answer these questions,
we must look at Anti-Oedipus, which Deleuze co-authored with Félix Guattari and
published in 1972. Anti-Oedipus, I would argue, goes back to two fundamental think-
ers as its precursors. On the manifest surface, these two thinkers would seem to be
Freud and Marx. Both Freud and Marx insisted, in their own ways, that our conscious
thought is determined by forces that go beyond consciousness — forces that are, as
we say, “unconscious” (though we are far too used to this word; it would be better to
formulate a new one). Put crudely, in Marx, our thought is determined by our class
(“class consciousness”); in Freud, we are determined by our unconscious desires (stem-
ming, usually, from familial conflicts). The nature of the relationship between these
two unconsciousnesses — the “political economy” of Marx and the “libidinal econ-
omy” of Freud — was a question that numerous thinkers tried to answer. For a long
time, the relation between the two economies had been formulated in terms of the
mechanisms of “introjection” and “projection”: as an individual, I introject the inter-
ests of my class, my culture, my social milieu, which eventually come to determine
my consciousness (my “false” consciousness); at the same time, the political economy
was seen as a projection of the individual desires of the population that produced it.
In Anti-Oedipus, Deleuze and Guattari famously reject these mechanisms: they argue
that political economy (Marx) and libidinal economy (Freud) are one and the same
thing. We have perhaps heard this thesis too many times to comprehend its truly
revolutionary nature, and this is perhaps because the two fundamental precursors of
Anti-Oedipus are not Freud and Marx, despite appearances, but rather Nietzsche and
Kant. Understanding their role as precursors will help us see more clearly the relation
between Foucault and Deleuze on the question of resistance.

NIETZSCHE ON LIBIDINAL AND PoLiTicAL ECONOMY

Let me turn first to Nietzsche. There are two aspects of his thought that are
relevant here: his theory of the drives (a libidinal economy), and his theory con-
cerning the genealogy of morality (a political economy). As an example of what
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Nietzsche means by a drive, consider this brief discussion of the drives from
Nietzsche’s early book, Daybreak:

Suppose we were in the market place one day and we noticed someone laugh-
ing at us as we went by: this event will signify this or that to us according to
whether this or that drive happens at that moment to be at its height in us —
and it will be a quite different event according to the kind of person we are.
One person will absorb it like a drop of rain, another will shake it from him
like an insect, another will try to pick a quarrel, another will examine his cloth-
ing to see if there is anything about it that might give rise to laughter, another
will be led to reflect on the nature of laughter as such, another will be glad to
have involuntarily augmented the amount of cheerfulness and sunshine in the
world — and in each case, a drive has gratified itself, whether it be the drive to
annoyance, or to combativeness or to reflection or to benevolence. This drive
seized the event as its prey. Why precisely this one? Because, thirsty and hungty,
it was lying in wait."

This is the source of Nietzsche’s doctrine of perspectivism (“there are no facts, only
interpretations”), but what is often overlooked is that, for Nietzsche, it is our drives
that interpret the world, that are perspectival — and not our egos or our conscious
opinions. All of us, as individuals, contain within ourselves such a vast confusion
of conflicting drives that we are, as Nietzsche liked to say, multiplicities, and not
unities. It is not so much that I have a different perspective on the world than you;
it is rather that each of us has multiple perspectives on the world because of the
multiplicity of our drives — drives that are often contradictory among themselves.
Within ourselves, Nietzsche insists, we can at the same time be egoistic or altruistic,
hard-hearted or magnanimous, just or unfair, can cause pain or give pleasure. More-
over, our drives are in a constant struggle or combat with each other: my drive to
smoke and get my nicotine rush is in combat with (but also coexistent with) my
drive to quit. This is also where Nietzsche first developed his concept of the will to
power — at the level of the drives. “Every drive is a kind of lust to rule,” he writes,
“each one has its perspective that it would like to compel all the other drives to
accept as a norm.”"”

We can try to combat the drives, of course, and struggle against them — indeed,
this is one of the most common themes in philosophy: the fight against the pas-
sions. In another passage from Daybreak, Nietzsche says that he can see only
about six fundamental methods we have at our disposal for combating a drive. For
instance, we can avoid opportunities for its gratification (no longer hiding packs
of cigarettes at home); or we can implant regularity into the drive (having one
cigarette every four hours so as to at least avoid smoking in between); or we can
engender disgust with the drive, giving ourselves over to its wild and unrestrained
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gratification (smoking non-stop for a week) to the point where we become disgusted
with it. But then Nietzsche asks: who exactly is combating the drives in these various
ways? His answer:

[The fact] thatone desires to combat the vehemence of a drive at all, however, does
not stand within our own power; nor does the choice of any particular method;
nor does the success or failure of this method. What is clearly the case is that in
this entire procedure our intellect is only the blind instrument of another drive
which is a 7ival of the drive whose vehemence is tormenting us . . . While “we”
believe we are complaining about the vehemence of a drive, at bottom it is one
drive which is complaining about the other; that is to say: for us to become aware
that we are suffering from the vehemence [or violence] of a drive presupposes the
existence of another equally vehement or even more vehement drive, and that a
struggle is in prospect in which our intellect is going to have to take sides."

Instinctively, Nietzsche says, we take our predominant drive and for the moment turn
it into the whole ego, placing all our weaker drives perspectivally farther away, as if
those other drives werent 7e but rather an 7 (this is the origin of Freud’s idea of the
id, which simply means the “it”). When smokers continually say they are trying to
stop smoking, it simply means that their conscious intellect is taking sides with a
particular drive: the drive to quit, rather than the drive to light up, which nonethe-
less remains stronger than the former. When we talk about the “I,” we are simply
indicating which drive, at the moment, is strongest and sovereign: the feeling of the
“I” is the strongest wherever the preponderance lies, even though it can flicker from
drive to drive. What we call thinking, willing, and feeling are all “merely a relation of
the drives to each other.””” But the drives remain largely unknown to the conscious

intellect. Nietzsche concludes:

However far a man may go in self-knowledge, nothing can be more incom-
plete than his image of the totality of drives which constitute his being. He can
scarcely name the cruder ones: their number and strength, their ebb and flood,
their play and counterplay among one another — and above all the laws of their
nutriment — remain unknown to him.'

In other words, there is no struggle of reason against the drives; what we call
“reason” is nothing more than a certain “system of relations between various pas-
sions,” a certain ordering of the drives."” In the Gay Science, Nietzsche considers
the familiar example we have of becoming more reasonable as we grow older.
“Something that you formerly loved as a truth or probability strikes you as an
error,” Nietzsche surmises, so you cast it off “and fancy that it represents a victory
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for your reason.” But it is less a victory for reason than a shift in the relations
among the drives. He continues:

Perhaps this error was as necessary for you then, when you were a different per-
son — you are always a different person — as are all your present “truths” . . . What
killed that opinion for you was your new life [that is, a new drive] and not your
reason: you no longer need it, and now it collapses and unreason crawls out of it
into the light like a worm. When we criticize something, this is no arbitrary and
impersonal event; it is, at least very often, evidence of vital energies in us that are
growing and shedding a skin. We negate and must negate because something in us
wants to live and affirm — something that we perhaps do not know or see as yet."

Nietzsche’s entire critique of traditional metaphysics — his critique of logic, of the
categories, of the ego, of religion — is undertaken from the perspective of the libidinal
economy of drives.

But this is where the question of morality (political economy) comes in for
Nietzsche. Drives differ from instincts — instincts are predetermined (hawks fly,
lions hunt, beavers build dams), whereas drives are not. Humans, says Nietzsche,
are undifferentiated animals. Since the drives are not completely determined, one
of the functions of morality is to establish an “order of rank” among the drives or
impulses. “Wherever we encounter a morality, we also encounter valuations and an
order of rank of human impulses . . . Now one and now another human impulse
and state held first place and was ennobled because it was esteemed so highly.”"’
Consider any list of impulses — they are almost immediately categorized as virtues
and vices: industriousness is a virtue, sloth is a vice; obedience is a virtue, defi-
ance and insubordination are vices; chastity is virtuous, promiscuity a vice; these
days, not smoking is a virtue, smoking is a vice. When Nietzsche inquires into the
genealogy of morality, he is inquiring into the conditions of any particular moral
ranking of the impulses: why certain impulses are selected forand certain impulses
are selected against.

Nietzsche argues that the val/ue inherent in most moral rankings is what he
calls the “herd instinct.” The drives that were selected for were those that served
the needs of the community, the furtherance of the “species’: impulses that were
“unegoistic,” drives toward self-abnegation, self-sacrifice, etc. Selflessness is a virtue,
selfishness a vice. More generally, Nietzsche would argue that herd morality is an
instinct against Life. But there is no distinction between nature and artifice here: it
is not as if we could simply remove the mechanisms of morality and culture and
allow the drives to exist in a “free” and “unbound” state. There is no “natural” or
“spontaneous” state of the drives, except as an Idea. The impulse toward the herd,
toward the community, is itself a drive, in competition with the other drives: we
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never leave the domain of the drives. Kant liked to say that we can never get beyond
our representations; Nietzsche surmises that what we can never get beyond is the
reality of the drives.”® But in fact, the drives and impulses are always assembled or
arranged in different ways, in different individuals, in different cultures, in differ-
ent eras, in different moralities — which is why Nietzsche always insisted that there
is a plurality of moralities, and what he found lacking in his time was an adequate
comparative study of moralities.

Now Deleuze, it seems to me, takes up this Nietzschean schema, mutatis mutan-
dis. On the one hand, what he calls “desire” is nothing other than the state of the
impulses and drives: “Drives are simply the desiring-machines themselves.”*' On the
other hand, like Nietzsche, Deleuze insists that the drives never exist in a free and
unbound state, nor are they ever merely individual; they are always arranged and
assembled, not only by moral systems, but more generally by every social formation.
The social formations analyzed in Capitalism and Schizophrenia— “primitives,” States,
capitalism, war machines — are a typology of different ways in which the drives and
affects can be assembled. Deleuze and Guattari note that the schema of Anzi-Oedipus
was partly inspired by Pierre Klossowski’s books Nietzsche and the Vicious Circle and
Living Currency. “In his recent works, Klossowski indicates to us the only means of
bypassing the sterile parallelism where we flounder between Freud and Marx by dis-
covering . . . how affects or drives form part of the infrastructure itself”** Although the
claim that there is no difference in nature between libidinal and political economy
has complex practical consequences, it is fairly straightforward theoretically, and two
distinctions may help clarify Deleuze and Guattari’s thesis.

The first is the distinction between desire and interest. A well-known school of
economics sees human beings as rational agents who seck to maximize their interest.
Someone who wants to become a professor, for instance, could pursue that interest by
applying to a university, taking courses, writing a thesis and attending conferences, in
the hope of ultimately securing an academic position. Such an interest can be pursued
in a highly rational manner. But that interest, and the means to pursue it, only exists
within the context of a particular social formation. If someone decides to pursue that
interest in a concerted and rational manner, it is because their desire — their drives
and affects — is already invested in the social formation that makes that interest pos-
sible. For this reason, Deleuze insists that desire is always positive. Normally, we tend
to think of desire in terms of lack: if we desire something, it is because we lack it. But
Deleuze reconfigures the concept of desire: what we desire — what our drives and
affects are invested in — is a social formation. Lack appears only at the level of inter-
est, and in muldple ways: one may have an interest in obtaining an academic posi-
tion one does not have (a first lack), only to discover that a competitive job market
makes it impossible to obtain that position (a second lack). Marketing and advertis-
ing are aimed at the manipulation of interest: I reach for a favored brand of toothpaste
because I have now an interest in white teeth and fresh breath. This is why Deleuze
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and Guattari argue that the fundamental problem of political philosophy is one that
was formulated most clearly by Spinoza: “Why do people fight for their servitude as
stubbornly as though it were their salvation?”” The answer: because your desire is
never your own. Desire is not a psychic reality, nor is it strictly individual; rather, your
drives and affects are from the start part of the social infrastructure.

The distinction between interest and desire, in turn, parallels the distinction
between the rational and the irrational, though Deleuze rarely uses these terms.
“Once interests have been defined within the confines of a society, what is rational
is the way in which people pursue those interests and attempt to realize them,” such
as the interest for a job or white teeth. “But underneath that,” Deleuze explains:

you find desires, investments of desire that are not to be confused with invest-
ments of interest, and on which interests depend for their determination and
very distribution: an enormous flow, all kinds of libidinal-unconscious flows
that constitute the delirium of the society.**

Every society is thus a distribution of the rational and the irrational, but the rational
is always the rationality of something irrational:

Reason is always a region carved out of the irrational. It is not sheltered from
the rational, but is a region traversed by the irrational and is simply defined
by a certain relationship between irrational factors. Beneath all reason there is
delirium and drift. Everything about capitalism is rational, except capital . . . A
stock market is a perfectly rational mechanism, you can understand it and learn
how it works; capitalists certainly know how to use it; yet it’s completely deliri-
ous, it’s crazy . . . It’s just like theology: everything about it is perfectly rational if
you accept sin, the immaculate conception, and the incarnation . . .”

DeLEUZE’S INVERSION OF KaANT’S THEORY OF DESIRE

Why then do Deleuze and Guattari present Anti-Oedipus as a theory of desire rather
than a theory of drives? Here again, on the manifest surface, the obvious response
is that Anti-Oedipus constitutes a critique of psychoanalysis, and thus is necessar-
ily indexed on the theory of “unconscious” desire found in both Freud and Lacan.
At a certain level, Anti-Oedipus presents itself as a theory of the “real,” in Laca-
nian terms, but the real is analyzed in purely positive terms, and not as a lack, an
* It is no doubt not by chance
that, after the appearance of Anti-Oedipus, Lacan’s own work turned increasingly
toward the theory of the drives.”” Yet in the end, the theory of desire found in Anti-
Oedipus is indexed less on Freud or Lacan than on Kant, and particularly Kants

impossibility, or a gap in the symbolic, as in Lacan.
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second critique, the Critique of Practical Reason. One might surmise (correctly) that
Deleuze has little sympathy with the second critique, with its appeal to a transcen-
dent moral law and the categorical imperative (which Deleuze will replace with
immanence and a “problematic” imperative). But if Deleuze and Guattari explicitly
model Anti-Oedipus on the Critique of Pure Reason, it is because Kant presents the
second critique in its entirety as a theory of desire. We must therefore analyze the
way in which Deleuze and Guattari take up and modify Kant’s concept of desire in
Anti-Oedipus.

Kant argued that there are three fundamental faculties of the mind: the faculty
of knowledge, the faculty of desire, and the feeling of pleasure and displeasure (third
critique).” These definitions are derived from the nature of our representations:
every representation we have can be related to something other than itself — that
is, both to an object and to the subject. In the faculty of knowledge (first critique),
a representation is related to an object, from the viewpoint of its agreement or con-
Jformity with it (theory of reference, or denotation). In the faculty of the feeling of
pleasure and pain (third critique), the representation is related to the subject, insofar
as the representation affects the subject by intensifying or weakening its vital force
(Deleuze will develop this idea in his concepts of affectivity and intensity). Finally,
in the faculty of desire (second critique), the representation is likewise related to an
object, but in this case it enters into a causal relationship with its object. Kant’s defi-
nition of the faculty of desire is extraordinary: it is “a faculty which by means of its
representations is the cause of the actuality of the objects of those representations.”
On the surface, the definition sounds like magic: if I have a representation in my
mind, the faculty of desire is capable of producing the object that corresponds to it.

Readers of Kant, however, know why he defines the faculty of desire in causal
terms: the problem of freedom concerns the operation by which a free being can be
said to be the cause of an action. I have a representation in my mind of the killing
of my enemy, and the faculty of desire carries out that action in the world. In acting
freely, the agent produces something that is not reducible to the causal determinism
of mechanism. “Practical reason,” Kant writes, “does not have to do with objects
for the sake of knowing them but with its own ability to make them real”” Kant
was aware, of course, that real objects can be produced only by an external causality
and external mechanisms; yet this knowledge does not prevent us from believing in
the intrinsic power of desire to create its own object, if only in an unreal, hallucina-
tory, or delirious form. In what Kant calls the “pathological” productions of desire,
what is produced by desire is merely a psychic reality”’ Nonetheless, Kant brought
about a Copernican Revolution in practical philosophy to which Deleuze is strongly
indebted, and explicitly so: desire is no longer defined in terms of lack (I desire
something because I do not have it), but rather in terms of production (I produce
the object because I desire it). The fundamental thesis of Anzi-Oedipus is a stronger
variant of Kant’s claim. “If desire produces,” Deleuze and Guacttari write, “its product
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is real. If desire is productive, it can be productive only in the real world and can
produce only reality.”” How does Deleuze come to justify this extraordinary claim,
which seems even more extraordinary than Kant’s?

For Kant, the essential question concerns the higher form that each faculty is
capable of (a form which is no longer merely “pathological”). A faculty has a higher
form when it finds within itselfthe law of its own exercise, and thus is said to function
autonomously. The higher form of desire, for Kant, is what he calls the “will.” The will
is the same thing as desire, but raised to its higher form. Desire becomes will when it
is determined by the representation of a pure form — namely, the moral law, which is
the pure form of a universal legislation (the categorical imperative). Practical reason
“has to do with a will which is a causality inasmuch as reason contains its determining
ground.” For Kant, it is only under such conditions that we can be said to be acting
freely. For Deleuze, however, it is significant that, in Kant, the moral law requires the
intervention of the three great transcendent Ideas as its postulates. “Freedom,” as the
“fact” of morality, implies the cosmological Idea of a supra-sensible world, indepen-
dent of any sensible condition. In turn, the abyss that separates the noumenal Law
and the phenomenal world requires the intermediary of an intelligible author of sen-
sible Nature or a “moral cause of the world,” that is, the theological Idea of a supreme
being, or God. This abyss, finally, can only be bridged through the “postulate” of
an infinite progress, which requires the psychological Idea of the immortality of the
soul. In other words, having denounced the transcendent Ideas of Soul, World, and
God in the first Critique, Kant resurrects each of them, one by one, in the second
Critique, and gives them a practical determination.

Deleuze, of course, rejects this appeal to transcendence on Kants part, and in
effect he asks: would it be possible to develop a theory of desire that did not appeal
to the moral law and the transcendent Ideas that serve as its postulate (which turn
desire into a “will”), but instead synthesized desire with a conception of Ideas that
are purely immanent? This is precisely what takes place in the opening two chap-
ters of Anti-Oedipus. the three syntheses by which Deleuze and Guattari define
“desiring-machines” (conjunction, connection, disjunction) are in fact the three
same Ideas that Kant defines as the postulates of practical reason — Self, World, and
God — but now stripped entirely of their transcendent status, to the point where
neither God, World, nor Self subsists. An#i-Oedipus is thus an attempt to rewrite the
transcendent theory of desire developed in the Critique of Practical Reason from a
purely immanent viewpoint. But what does it mean to speak of a purely immanent
theory of desire?

In Kant, God is the master of the disjunctive syllogism: he creates the world by
parceling out predicates according to the either/or disjunction: you can be man or
woman, black o7 white, but not both. Deleuze turns this into a diabolical “disjunc-
tive synthesis,” in which both sides of every disjunctive are affirmed at once: man
and woman, black and white. In Kant, the Idea of the World is derived from the
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hypothetical syllogism “if . . . then,” a causal chain which, when extended to infin-
ity, gives the Idea of the World, the Universe, the totality of all that is. Deleuze turns
this into a connective synthesis, an “and . . . and” that is open-ended, rhizomatic,
never totalizable, and produces a chaosmos rather than a World. In Kant, finally, the
Self is derived from the categorical syllogism, a substance that lies behind all our
representations. Deleuze turns this into an immanent conjunctive synthesis, which
produces a kind of counter-self, a schizophrenic self, defined merely by a series of
intensive states. In sum: “The Grand Canyon of the world, the ‘crack’ of the self,
and the dismembering of God.”** Deleuze gives a purely immanent characterization
of the three syntheses that Kant defines in transcendent terms: connection (the dis-
solution of the Self), conjunction (the destruction of the World), and disjunction
(the death of God). Desire (the relations between the drives and affects) is con-
stituted by tracing out series and trajectories following these immanent syntheses
within a given social assemblage. Anti-Oedipus is the Critique of Practical Reason
turned on its head: an immanent theory of desire that refuses to synthesize desire
with the transcendent Ideas that would turn it into the “will” (in the Kantian sense).

FroM RESISTANCE TO CAPTURE

Anti-Oedipus, then, is a kind of amalgam of Nietzsche and Kant: Kant’s theory of
desire rendered immanent under a Nietzschean inspiration. Deleuze does not flag
these links; indeed, Deleuze was so imbued with the history of philosophy that
he naturally seemed to be following the thought of the great philosophers, always
pushing them to their differential and immanent limit, freeing them from the great
terminal points of traditional metaphysics, God, the World, and the Self. But this
sketch of Deleuze’s theory of desire is enough to make clear why the question of
resistance does not arise in Deleuze’s philosophy. If resistance becomes a question
in Foucault, it is because he begins with the question of knowledge (what is articu-
lable and what is visible), finds the conditions of knowledge in power, but then has
to ask about the ways one can resist power, even if resistance is primary in relation
to power. It is Foucault’s starting point in constituted knowledges that leads him
to pose the problem of resistance. One finds a comparable trajectory, to a certain
extent, in Lacan, or at least certain Lacanians: if one begins with the Symbolic, one
is led to seek the gaps or ruptures in the Symbolic that are produced by the Real.
One could say that the status of the Real in Lacan is analogous to the status of
resistance in Lacan.

Deleuze’s ontology, by contrast, operates in an almost exactly inverse manner.
Put crudely, if one begins with a status quo — knowledge or the symbolic — one must
look for a break or rupture in the status quo to account for change. Deleuze instead
begins with change, with becoming, with events. For Deleuze, what is primary in
any social formation are its lines of flight, its movements of deterritorialization,
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which are already movements of resistance. “Far from lying outside the social field or
emerging from it,” Deleuze writes, “lines of flight constitute its rhizome or cartog-
raphy.”” Resistance, in a sense, is built into Deleuze’s ontology, and for this reason,
the conceptual problem he faces wound up being quite different from Foucaults.
If a social field “flees” or “leaks” in every direction, the primary question is how
any social formation manages to capture these movements, to integrate, to stratify
them — and it is precisely “organizations of power” that effect this integration and
capture. This explains the statement in Deleuze’s 1977 letter with which we began:
“If dispositifs of power are in some way constitutive [for Foucault], there can only be
phenomena of ‘resistance’ against them . . . For myself, the status of phenomena of
resistance is not a problem, since lines of flight are primary determinations.”® This
claim reaches its culmination in the analysis of capitalism found in Anti-Oedipus:
capitalism is a vast enterprise of deterritorialization and decoding, pushed to an
almost schizophrenic limit, which nonetheless reterritorializes and recodes with one
hand what it decodes and deterritorializes on the other.

Buct this leads to a final problem. If resistance is not a conceptual problem in
Deleuze, it is because it is, in effect, built into his ontology. But a different problem
comes to the fore in Deleuze, which gets at the same issue Foucault was confront-
ing with the problem of resistance, but from an inverted position. It is a problem
that remained unaddressed in Anti-Oedipus, and would only receive a solution in A
Thousand Plateaus, and it is precisely the problem of the organization of power. “Our
problem is as follows,” Deleuze said in a 1973 interview, shortly after the publica-
tion of Anti-Oedipus:

Given a system [capitalism] that escapes in every direction and that, at the same
time, continually prevents, represses, or blocks escape routes by every available
means, what can we do so that the escapes may no longer be individual attempts
or small communities, but instead truly constitute a revolutionary machine?”’

In other words, it is our own desire that organizes power and its system of repres-
sion, such that we all invest our desire in the very social machine that represses us
and defines our interests. But this forces upon Deleuze a manner of posing the
problem of resistance in a new way: can desire organize power in such a way that the
social machine it constitutes is truly a revolutionary machine? “The real problems,”
as Guattari says, “are problems of organization.””

It is precisely this issue that Deleuze and Guattari address in the “Treatise on
Nomadology” in A Thousand Plateaus with their concept of the “war-machine.” It is,
in my opinion, one of the most original and important texts in Deleuze’s corpus, and
lies at the core of his political philosophy. Why have revolutions gone badly? Because,
until now, there has not existed within the revolutionary field a social machine that
did not produce an embryonic State apparatus, or a party apparatus, which is the very
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institution of repression. Until now, revolutionary parties have constituted themselves
as synthesizers of interests, rather than functioning as analyzers of desires. The ques-
tion of revolution must be pushed to the level of desire: if it is desire that organizes
power, is desire capable of organizing a social machine that does not reproduce a State
apparatus? It is not enough simply to say that escape, resistance, and deterritorializa-
tion are primary in any social system. What is necessary is an organization of power
that is capable of organizing and uniting these modes of escape without reproducing
a State apparatus. This is why, for Deleuze, it is the concept of the war-machine that
poses the true problem of revolution: “How can a war machine account for all the
escapes that happen in the present system without crushing them, dismantling them,
and without reproducing a state apparatus?””’

In this sense, the war machine is a social assemblage that is constructed directly
on a line of flight: it is itself a movement of decoding, of deterritorialization —
which is why it tends to disappear and abolish itself, or be appropriated by the
State. Indeed, it seems likely to me that Deleuze and Guattari were attempting
to identify the kind of social formation that would correspond to the mode of
existence of “activity” and “affirmation,” in the Nietzschean sense.* If the State is
a reactive formation, the nomadic war-machine must be seen as an active forma-
tion, one that follows the movement of a line of flight. It is here that the problem
of resistance appears in Deleuze’s work at its most acute point: the analysis of the
war-machine as a collective organization of power. The true confrontation con-
cerns the relation between Foucault’s problem of resistance and Deleuze’s problem
of capture.
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CHAPTER 17

Meeting Deleuze

PauL RaBINOW

I must have sent him a letter; Deleuze’s response was rapid and welcoming. Can
one imagine Deleuze and Foucault in the age of e-mail? This was not long after the
death of Foucault and Deleuze’s loss and remorse were already clear. Finding his
apartment not far from Clichy was easy although this section of Montmartre was
not one that one thought of as being inhabited by painters and intellectuals in the
late twentieth century. He greeted us warmly with his gravelly voice. I can’t remem-
ber if we shook hands as Deleuze had these long finger nails and such a gesture
might have been awkward. Regardless, the reception and exchange was anything
but stilted and we plunged right in without much ado. Deleuze knew I had been
close to Foucault and apparently that Foucault had displayed some trust in me.
That was enough to open the door.

The interview that resulted and was published in our fledgling and short-lived
attempt at a newsletter (and subsequently in French from the tape and then once
again back into English) was fluid and comfortable. Deleuze wanted to talk. What
he said was crisp; it highlighted Foucault and his different entries into things of
the world, which he interpreted as stemming from their fundamentally different
temperaments. As this was a time of clarification of his relations with a friend and a
friendship, neglected and now gone, Deleuze was accommodating but more impor-
tantly was making sense of how they differed. For a philosophy of multiplicities
such cartographic work came gracefully.

I can’t remember having any extensive discussions with Foucault about Deleuze.
This was partially because my co-author Hubert Dreyfus was constantly asking
Foucault about Heidegger and Foucault was adroit and polite in not giving an
answer. Further, as Habermas was a frequent visitor to Berkeley during the early
1980s there were also questions about Foucault’s relation to the Frankfurt School
with whom Foucault claimed to have little previous familiarity. Personally, T was
interested in his views on Max Weber who at that point was not a prominent fig-
ure in France having been associated with Raymond Aron. Finally, Dreyfus and
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I tended to stay away from discussing other French thinkers such as Derrida as we
were not interested in the polemics and passions that many American scholars were
engaged in at the time. Foucault did not bring them up.

It was only after Foucault’s death that the topic of his relations with Deleuze
came into view, especially given Deleuze’s prominence at the funeral. I garnered
intimations about the history of their relations from conversation with those in
Foucaults inner circle. That Foucault was somehow a defensive rival of Deleuze is
not very believable to me. He had been clear for years that the concept of desire and
its psychoanalytic apparatus was not something he shared: it was exterior and for-
eign to him. Leaving aside the intricacies of Parisian innuendo and any strategically
reconstructed memories, I know that Foucault was friendly with Leo Bersani at
Berkeley. Although Foucault never shared Bersani’s psychoanalytic views on sexual-
ity, that conceptual distance did not hinder them from being amicable.

Finally, the famous pronouncement “/e siécle sera Deleuzian” has been massively
misinterpreted in the so-called Anglo-Saxon world (what the French mean is Anglo-
phone). It is actually quite cutting: “/e siécle” refers to eighteenth-century courtiers
steeped in flattery and rhetoric. Although hardly immune to the rewards of /e siécle
that had grown steadily around him, Foucault had become increasingly encircled
and felc stifled by it. For example, he changed his lectures from the late afternoon
to the early morning hoping students would not be up at nine in the morning; he
fantasized about retreating to the countryside. He knew what a mixed blessing fame
could be.

The idea that Foucault stopped writing for seven years because of Deleuze is
patent nonsense. First of all, Foucault was not silent. He was giving lectures at
Berkeley and elsewhere in the United States. More importantly, the four years of his
lectures at the College de France, especially the last three, are unquestionably among
the richest and most challenging of his entire work. They had nothing to do with
his relations or non-relations with Deleuze.

The dynamics of the Klaus Croissant affair has been described by Dosse. We
should remember that these years of German terrorism represent roughly the same
period of time when Foucault was analyzing the German neo-liberal school of eco-
nomics, and while not endorsing this form of terrorism, he certainly did not equate
it with fascism. His involvement in the affair concerned the actions of the French
state whose legitimacy he questioned.

As to Deleuze’s openness to the election of Mitterrand, Foucault could not have
differed more; although, once again, Foucaults reactions had nothing to do with
Deleuze. Election results are officially announced at 8pm of the voting day. There
are no exit polls. I was at Foucault’s apartment just before eight and he already knew
that Mitterrand had been elected. He was in a dark and foul mood. We went later
that night during a wondrous thunderstorm to the Bastille crowded with joyous
celebrants; Foucault’s mood only darkened.
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His prognosis was born out. The Socialist government, even after its rapid turn
to the center one year into Mitterrand’s term, did not broach criticism or even
hesitation. That the Minister of Culture in the Mitterrand Government, Jack Lang,
could refer to Foucault and Bourdieu as “clowns” indicates that their analysis of the
possibilities for working with that government in a serious way were more on the
mark than that of Deleuze and others whose hope for change clouded their vision.

Why had Foucault and Deleuze let their friendship, even at the conceptual
level, wither? We will never really know. However, there were profound divergences
between them especially concerning Communism and Israel. Their deep and to a
degree tacit allegiance, on one side or the other, constituted force lines that drew
them away from each other rather than toward an agonistic confrontation of clari-
fication as had been the case concerning the status of desire and psychoanalysis.
Again entering this subterranean force field that apparently made them each deeply
uncomfortable given their former proximities at Vincennes and elsewhere would
have forced them into formulating positions which would have made their wrench-
ing divergences visible and exploitable. As both Foucault and Deleuze lived in an
atmosphere of the waning days of the engaged intellectual — Sartre after all had
only died in 1980 — and were both under constant pressure to sign petitions, align
themselves with groups, think for others, it is completely comprehensible that they
would drift apart. Yet, ultimately Deleuze’s remorse was wrenching.

Finally, there is the question of Israel and the Palestinians. Foucault certainly
did not embrace the radical positions of Jean Genet or, for that matter, of Deleuze
and many others in France. It is worth remembering that these were the years after
the 1976 war — not today. In any case, the in many cases only slightly buried anti-
Semitism had a long lineage on parts of the revolutionary French left; it was total
anathema to Foucault. The fact that he risked his life by secretly hosting meetings
between Israelis and Palestinians in his apartment is well known. In the casual and
irresponsible accounts of these meetings, it is not always mentioned that there had
been bombings of other apartments where such meetings were scheduled to take
place. There was a machine gun carrying policeman not far from Foucault’s apart-
ment protecting another participant in these sporadic negotiations. Despite the
insidious innuendo of Edward Said that Foucault was not sufficiently anti-Israeli,
it is true that Foucault had made a gesture but had not “taken sides,” although any
form of anti-Semitism was, as the expression goes, intolerable.
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CHAPTER 18

Foucault and Prison

GILLES DELEUZE AND PAUL RABINOW

Before moving to more general questions on intellectual and the political arena, could
you explain your relationship to Foucault and the GIP?

Gilles Deleuze: So you want to begin with the GIP. You will have to double-check
what I tell you. I have no memorys it is like trying to describe a dream; it’s rather
vague. After ’68, there were many groups, very different groups, but necessarily
compact ones. It was post-68. They survived; they all had a past. Foucault insisted
on the fact that ’68 had no importance for him. He already had a history as an
important philosopher, but he was not burdened with a history from ’68. That
is probably what allowed him to form such a new type of group. And this group
gave him a kind of equality with other groups. He would never have let himself be
taken in. The GIP allowed him to maintain his independence from other groups
like the Proletarian Left. There were constant meetings, exchanges, but he always
preserved the complete independence of the GIP. In my opinion, Foucault was
not the only one to outlive a past, but he was the only one to invent something
new, at every level. It was very precise, like Foucault himself. The GIP was a
reflection of Foucault, a Foucault—Defer invention. It was one case where their
collaboration was close and fantastic. In France, it was the first rime this type of
group had been formed, one that had nothing to do with a party (there were some
scary parties, like the Proletarian Left) nor with an enterprise (like the attempts
to revamp psychiatry).

The idea was to make a “Prison Information Group.” It was obviously more than
just information. It was a kind of thought experiment. There is a part of Foucault that
always considered the process of thinking to be an experiment. It’s his Nietzschean
heritage. The idea was not to experiment on prisons but to take prison as a place
where prisoners have a certain experience and that intellectuals, as Foucault saw them,
should also think about. The GIP almost had the beauty of one of Foucault’s books.
I joined wholeheartedly because I was fascinated. When the two of them started, it
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was like stepping out into the darkness. They had seen something, but what you see
is always in darkness. What do you do? I think that is how it started: Defert began
distributing tracts among the families waiting in lines during visiting hours. Several
people would go, and Foucault was sometimes with them. They were quickly singled
out as “agitators.” What they wanted was not at all to agitate, but to establish a ques-
tionnaire that families and prisoners could complete. I remember that in the first
questionnaires there were questions about food and medical care. Foucault must have
been very reassured, very motivated, and very shocked by the results. We found some-
thing much worse — notably the constant humiliation. Foucault the observer then
passed the mantle to Foucault the thinker.

The GIP was, I think, a forum for experimentation until Discipline and Punish.
He was immediately sensible to the great difference between the theoretical and the
legal status of prisons, between prison as a loss of freedom and the social uses of
prison, which is something else altogether, since not only do they deprive an indi-
vidual of his or her freedom, which is already huge, but there is systemic humilia-
tion — the system is used to break people, and that is separate from taking away one’s
freedom. We discovered, as everyone knew, that there was a form of justice with no
supervision that had taken shape in prison ever since the creation of a prison within
the prison, a prison behind the prison, known as the “mitard’ [solitary confinement].
The QHS? did not yet exist. Prisoners could be sentenced to solitary without any
possibility of defending themselves. We learned a great deal. The GIP worked along-
side the prisoners’ families and former inmates. Like everything special, there were
some very funny moments, like the time we first met with former inmates and each
one wanted to be more of a prisoner than the others. Each one had always experi-
enced something worse than the others.

What was the group relationship to politics?

Foucault had a keen political intuition, which was something very important for
me. Political intuition, for me, is the feeling that something is going to happen and
happen here, not somewhere else. A political intuition is a very rare occurrence.
Foucault sensed that there were little movements, small disturbances in the prisons.
He was not trying to take advantage of them or cause them. He saw something. For
him, thinking was always an experimental process up until death. In a way, he was a
kind of seer. And what he saw was actually intolerable. He was a fantastic seer. It was
the way he saw people, the way he saw everything, in its comedy and misery. His
power of sight was equivalent to his power to write. When you see something and
see it very profoundly, what you see is intolerable. These are not the words he used
in conversation, but it is in his thinking. For Foucault, to think was to react to the
intolerable, the intolerable things one experienced. It was never something visible.
That was also part of his genius. The two parts complement each other: thinking as
experimentation and thinking as vision, as capturing the intolerable.
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A kind of ethics?

I think it served as an ethics for him. The intolerable was not part of his ethics. His
ethics was to see or grasp something as intolerable. He did not do it in the name of
morality. It was his way of thinking. If thinking did not reach the intolerable, there
was no need for thinking. Thinking was always thinking at something’s limit.

People say it is intolerable because it is unjust.

Foucault did not say that. It was intolerable, not because it was unjust, but because
no one saw it, because it was imperceptible. But everyone knew it. It was not a
secret. Everyone knew about this prison in the prison, but no one saw it. Foucault
saw it. That never stopped him from turning the intolerable into humor. Once
again, we laughed a lot. It was not indignation. We were not indignant. It was two
things: seeing something unseen and thinking something that was almost at a limit.

How did you become a part of the GIP?

I was completely convinced from the start that he was right and that he had found
the only new type of group. It was new because it was so specific. And like every-
thing Foucault did, the more specific it was, the more influence it had. It was like
an opportunity that he knew not to miss. There were completely unexpected people
involved who had nothing to do with prisons. I am thinking, for example, of Paul
Eluard’s widow who helped us a great deal at one point for no special reason. There
were very consistent people like Claude Mauriac, who was very close to Foucault.
When we made connections at the time of the Jackson affair and problems in Amer-
ican prisons, Genet stepped forward. He was great. It was very lively. A movement
inside the prisons was formed. Revolts took shape. Outside, things were going in
every direction, with prison psychiatrists, prison doctors, the families of inmates.
We had to make pamphlets. Foucault and Defert took on endless tasks. They were
the ones with the ideas. We followed them. We followed them with a passion.
I remember a crazy day, typical for the GIP, where the good and tragic moments
came one after the other. We had gone to Nancy, I think. We were busy from
morning to night. The morning started with a delegation to the prefecture, then we
had to go to the prison, then we had to hold a press conference. Some things took
place at the prison, and then we ended the day with a demonstration. At the start
of the day, I told myself I would never make it. I never had Foucaults energy or his
strength. Foucault had an enormous life force.

How did the GIP disband?

Foucault did what everyone else was contemplating: after a while, he disbanded the
GIP. I remember Foucault was seeing the Livrozets frequently. Livrozet was a former
inmate. He wrote a book for which Foucault did a beautiful preface. Mrs Livrozet
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was also very active. When the GIP disbanded, they continued its work with the
CAP the “Comité d’Action des Prisonniers” [Prisoners’ Action Committee] that
was going to be run by former inmates. I think Foucault only remembered the fact
that he had lost; he did not see in what way he had won. He was always very mod-
est from a certain point of view. He thought he had lost because everything closed
down again. He had the impression that it had been useless. Foucault said it was not
repression but worse: someone speaks but it is as if nothing was said. Three or four
years later, things returned to exactly the way they were.

At the same time, he must have known what an impact he had made. The GIP
accomplished many things; the prisoners’ movements were formed. Foucault had
the right to think that something had changed, even if it was not fundamental. It’s
an oversimplification, but the goal of the GIP was for the inmates themselves and
their families to be able to speak, to speak for themselves. That was not the case
before. Whenever there was a show on prisons, you had representatives of all those
who dealt closely with prisons: judges, lawyers, prison guards, volunteers, philan-
thropists, anyone except inmates themselves or even former inmates. Like when you
do a conference on elementary school and everyone is there except the children,
even though they have something to say. The goal of the GIP was less to make them
talk than to design a place where people would be forced to listen to them, a place
that was not reduced to a riot on the prison roof, but would ensure that what they
had to say came through. What needed to be said is exactly what Foucault brought
out: namely, we are deprived of freedom, which is one thing, but the things hap-
pening to us are something else altogether. They own us. Everyone knows it, but
everyone lets it happen.

Wasn't one of the functions of the intellectual for Foucault to open a space where others
could speak?

In France, it was something very new. That was the main difference between Sartre
and Foucault. Foucault had a notion, a way of living the political position of the
intellectual that was very different from Sartre’s, one that was not theoretical. Sartre,
no matter what his force and brilliance, had a classical conception of the intel-
lectual. He took action in the name of superior values: the Good, the Just and the
True. I see a common thread that runs from Voltaire to Zola to Sartre. It ended with
Sartre. The intellectual taking action in the name of the values of truth and justice.
Foucault was much more functional; he always was a functionalist. But he invented
his own functionalism. His functionalism was seeing and speaking. What is there
to see here? What is there to say or think? It was not the intellectual as a guarantor
of certain values.

I know that he later discussed his conception of truth, but that was differ-
ent. “Information” was not the right word finally. It was not about finding the
truth about prison, but to produce statements about prison, once it was said that
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neither the prisoners nor the people outside prison had been able to produce any
themselves. They knew how to make speeches about prison, etc. but not produce
them. Here as well, if there was any communication between his actions and
his philosophical work, it was that he lived like that. What was so exceptional
about Foucaults sentences when he spoke? There is only one man in the world
I have ever heard speak like that. Everything he said was decisive, but not in the
authoritarian sense. When he entered a room, it was already decisive; it changed
the atmosphere. When he spoke, his words were decisive. Foucault considered a
statement to be something very particular. Not just any discourse or sentence
makes a statement. Two dimensions are necessary: seeing and speaking. It is
more or less words and things. Words are the production of statements; things
are the seeing, the visible formations. The idea is to see something imperceptible
in the visible.

Does producing statements mean letting someone speak?

In part, but that is not all. We said — it was the theme — like the others, we said:
others must be allowed to speak, but that was not the question. Here is a political
example. For me, one of the most fundamentally important things about Lenin was
that he produced new statements before and after the Russian Revolution. They
were like signed statements; they were Leninist statements. Can we talk about a new
type of statement or one that emerges in a certain space or under certain circum-
stances that are Leninist statements? It was a new type of statement. The question
is nor to seek the truth like Sartre, but to produce new conditions for statements.
1968 produced new statements. They were a type of statement that no one had used
before. New statements can be diabolical and very annoying and everyone is drawn
to fight them. Hitler was a great producer of new statements.

Did you find that political sufficient at the time?

Was it enough to keep us occupied? Certainly. Our days were completely full.
Foucault brought with him a type of practice that had two fundamentally new
aspects. How could that not have been sufficient? Your question is too harsh in a
way. Foucault would have said that it was not sufficient because in one sense, it
failed. It did not change the status of the prisons. I would say the opposite. It was
doubly sufficient. It had a lot of resonance. The main echoes were the movement
in the prisons. The movement in the prisons was not inspired by either Foucault
or Defert. The GIP amplified the movement because we also wrote articles and
spent our time hassling the people in the Ministry of Justice and the Interior
Ministry. Now there is a type of utterance on prisons that is regularly made by
inmates and non-inmates that would not have been imaginable before. It was
successful in this way.
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You have a much more fluid view of the social world than Foucault. I am thinking of
A Thousand Plateaus. Foucault uses more architectural metaphors. Do you agree with
this description?

Completely. Unfortunately, in the final years of his life, I did not see him much, and
of course I now regret it deeply, because he was one of the men I liked and admired
the most. I remember we talked about it when he published The Will to Knowledge.
We did not have the same conception of society. For me, a society is something
that is constantly escaping in every direction. When you say I am more fluid, you
are completely right. It flows monetarily; it flows ideologically. It is really made up
of lines of flight. So much so that the problem for a society is how to stop it from
owing. For me, the powers come later. What surprised Foucault was that faced with
all of these powers, all of their deviousness and hypocrisy, we can still resist. My
surprise is the opposite. It is owing everywhere and governments are able to block
it. We approached the problem from opposite directions. You are right to say that
society is a fluid, or even worse, a gas. For Foucault, it is an architecture.

You spoke with him abour this?

I remember that at the time of 7he Will to Knowledge, which was, 1 think, the start
of a kind of intellectual crisis, he was asking himself many questions. He was in a
kind of melancholy and, at the time, we spoke a great while about his way of view-
ing society.

What were your conclusions? Did you grow apart?

I always had enormous admiration and affection for Foucault. Not only did
I admire him, but he made me laugh. He was very funny. I only resemble him in
one way: either I am working, or I am saying insignificant things. There are very
few people in the world with whom one can say insignificant things. Spending two
hours with someone without saying a thing is the height of friendship. You can only
speak of trifles with very good friends. With Foucault, it was more like a sentence
here or there. One day during a conversation, he said: “I really like Péguy because
he is a madman.” I asked: “Why do think he is a madman?” He replied: “Just look
at the way he writes.” That was also very interesting about Foucault. It meant that
someone who could invent a new style, produce new statements, was a madman.
We worked separately, on our own. I am sure he read what I wrote. I read what
he wrote with a passion. But we did not talk very often. I had the feeling, with no
sadness, that in the end I needed him and he did not need me. Foucault was a very,
very mysterious man.
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