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Abstract

Chapter One consists in a more complete survey of the writings of Gilles Deleuze
and Félix Guattari on the works of James Joyce than has previously been available,
together with an overview of Deleuzian philosophy. The focus in the first chapter 1s
on Deleuze and Deleuze and Guattari’s reading of philosophers and writers alike as
‘symptomatologists’ of their times and the ethico-political beliefs which they
implicitly share with Joyce. I relate this to Hardt and Negri’s political speculations.
The conceptual ‘tools’ which make up ‘schizoanalysis’ are set out. The second
chapter uses these tools in a ‘symptomatological’ diagnosis by first setting out and
then going beyond Joyce’s depiction of the ‘paralysis’ of the populace in Dubliners
and A Portrait to his fuller understanding of our problematic situation in modernity
depicted and diagnosed in the masochism of Bloom in Ulysses. In Chapter Three, 1
look at the epiphany, Deleuze’s concept of Joyce’s ‘epiphanic machine’, ‘duration’ as
understood by Bergson and Deleuze, and the Deleuzian concept of ‘affect’ as
potentially liberatory insights, after the preceding focus on negative
‘'symptomatological’ diagnoses. Together with a critique of the prevailing views of
Joyce’s epiphany I analyse three stories in Dubliners as illustrative of Deleuze’s
understanding of the concept of the epiphany. In the fourth and fifth chapters I focus
on Issy in the Wake read in terms of the ‘bird-girl’ of 4 Portrait and couple this with
the Deleuzian concept of the ‘girl’ as a crucial, but misunderstood, node in what can
be seen as the ‘rhizomatic assemblage’ or “network’ constituting the ‘epiphanic
machine’ of the Wake. In Chapter Four, after first setting out the range of readings of

Issy available in current Joycean criticism, I look at ‘The Mime of Mick, Nick, and the
Maggies’ (FW 219.18-252.21) 1n terms of a further Joycean challenge to modernity’s
‘oedipalising’ tendencies through 1zod/ Issy. Here, I place a final emphasis on the
significance of incest and the incest taboo in ‘the Mime’ as the culmination of Joyce’s
‘symptomatological’ diagnosts of modernity, and in counterbalancing this, his use of
the ‘affect’ of colour to offer us a productive ‘line of flight’. In Chapter Five |
recapitulate on Deleuze’s highlighting of the letter in his positive comments on the
Wake and then, by using some established discussions in Joycean criticism as an
introduction, engage in a reading of Issy’s letter (W 279F1) as the Wakean ‘line of
flight’ by reading “her’ as liberatory ‘destring machine’ with all of its ethico-political

potentialities.
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Chapter 1

This chapter will attempt to provide both an overview of Deleuzian philosophy, and
an introduction to Deleuzoguattarian ‘schizoanalysis’, as well as a more complete
survey of Deleuze and Deleuze and Guattari’s readings of Joyce than has previously
been available. Deleuze and Deleuze and Guattari use Joyce’s works in a variety of
ways some of which appear to conflict. These apparent discrepancies will be addressed.
This inevitably long and complex introductory chapter will be divided into three parts in
which a number of sub-headings will be included. The chapter will conclude with a

provisional assessment of the Joyce which Deleuze and Deleuze and Guattari construct.

Deleuze and Joyce

Neither Deleuze alone nor Deleuze and Guattari offer a lengthy critique of Joyce’s
work as they have with Proust and Kafka. In fact they appear to address Joyce through a
‘multiplicity of fragments’. It might be argued, as Derek Attridge and Daniel Ferrer'
note, that this may be because ‘there 1s no firmly entrenched French tradition of Joyce
criticism (as there 1s in the case of Katka, who has long been an important element 1n
the French literary and philosophical debate ...)’°, as indeed has Proust. However, I
would rather see this in terms of the breaks, cuts, and fragmentations of Deleuzian
philosophy’s ‘machinic’ approach which maximises its productive potential. I will

discuss this approach below.

In the many fragments which they devote to Joyce, Deleuze and Guattari clearly
show that they are familiar with his works and through their ‘machinic’
(dis)connectivities they bring to Joycean criticism an entirely new dimension.
Nevertheless, precisely because of Deleuzian philosophy’s fragmented approach very
little attention has been paid to the high regard which Deleuze writing alone and with
Guattari has for Joyce’s works in general, and in particular Finnegans Wake, and his
unique insight has consequently not been fully appreciated. There has been little

opportunity to take an overview of Deleuze’s engagement with Joyce because of the

' Derek Attridge and Daniel Ferrer, eds., Post-structuralist Joyce: Essays from the
French (Cambndge, London and New York: Cambridge University Press, 1984), p. 9.



scattered nature of his references to him and his works. There is no compilation 1n
English which brings all of Deleuze’s many references to Joyce together. “Joyce
Indirect’” is the only anthology of Deleuze’s writings on Joyce listed in the
‘Bibliography of the Works of Gilles Deleuze’.” It was composed by Jean Paris and
acknowledged by Deleuze, but it contains only a few of the original passages in French

which mention Joyce.

Unfortunately, ‘Joyce Indirect’ is restricted to three early texts by Deleuze covering
a period of less than ten years (Proust and Signs, Difference and Repetition, and Logic
of Sense), and even so, a number of passages dealing directly with Joyce in these books
are not included. As this anthology was never updated, no references to Joyce made by
Deleuze writing alone, after 1972, have been incorporated, and the many references to
Joyce and his works in the co-authored publications with Guattari do not appear either,
although they are probably better known to us because of the fame or notoriety which

the two-volumed Capitalism and Schizophrenia has attracted.

[t follows that ‘Joyce Indirect’, although the only publication of its type, can hardly
be regarded as a definitive anthology. Moreover, Paris himself made no comment on the
passages but simply reproduced them. There 1s no means of knowing whether he, or
more importantly Deleuze, regarded these passages as being of greater significance than
the ones which had not been selected or missed. I have chosen to treat all the passages
which refer to Joyce or his texts as being of potentially equal value. given Deleuze’s
anti-hierarchical approach and his refusal to judge — ‘better be a roadsweeper than a

judge’.” as he holds. This better accords with his belief that it is the reader who needs to

* Gilles Deleuze, ‘Joyce Indirect’, comp. by Jean Paris, Change, 11 (1972), pp.54-
59.

> Paul Patton, ed., Deleuze: A Critical Reader (Oxford and Cambridge, MA: Blackwell,
1996), pp.270-298.

* Gilles Deleuze, and Clair Parnet, Dialogues, trans. by Hugh Tomlinson and Barbara
Habberjam (London: Athlone Press, 1987), p.38.



use and instill value into any given section of his works rather than the author acting as

final arbiter, despite the necessity of ‘following in his wake” [3.1].

Paris extracts five passages from these three books, but there are at least twenty
five passages which directly name Joyce and/ or his books 1n their works. These include
three references to Joyce in Proust and Signs of which Paris notes two. There are five
passages in which Joyce is mentioned in Difference and Repetition, and again Paris
highlights two of these. Six passages refer, at some length, to Joyce in Logic of Sense
and Paris has extracted one of these. In addition there are two relevant passages 1n Anti-
Oedipus, a reference to Joyce in Kafka, five such passages in 4 Thousand Plateaus, one
in The Fold, one in What is Philosophy?, and one in Essays Critical and Clinical, which
are not mentioned in “Joyce Indirect’. I have collected all of these references to Joyce in
an Appendix to the thesis. These are numbered and, when they are referred to, these
numbers appear 1n square brackets. I believe that it 1s necessary to stress the fact that all
of the reterences to Joyce which Deleuze made and Paris selected were approved by
Deleuze personally and that ‘Joyce Indirect’ contains no negative comments on Joyce’s

work.



Part 1. Introduction to Deleuzian philosophy

Deleuze draws on many philosophies and literary and artistic sources to construct
his philosophy. The overview will include partial summaries of those earler
philosophies which, read differently by Deleuze, impact most significantly on my
reading of Joyce. Consequently I will be highlighting his interpretation of Bergson,
Nietzsche, and Spinoza rather than his work on Lucretius, Hume, Liebniz and Kant. To
the last named he dedicated an atfectionate study of “an enemy’, whilst all the rest were
conjoined through ‘a secret link constituted by the critique of negativity, the cultivation
of joy, the hatred of interiority, the exteriority of forces and relations, the denunciation
of power’.” T will argue that not only does Deleuze share this ‘secret link® with these

philosophers but also with Joyce himself.

I will not be making any distinction between the work of Deleuze when he 1s
writing alone and that of Deleuze and Guattari’s collaborative work. Guattari is a major
theorist 1n his own right and his contribution to their joint work 1s not that of a junior
partner. Yet, despite the possible added vitality — or as Bogue has put it ‘humour,
energy and audacity’® — which their joint work displays, Decleuze 1s the professional
philosopher and 1t 1s primarily Deleuzian philosophy with which I am concerned here.
However, 1n fairness to Guattari, I will not omit his name from any reference I make to

their joint work despite the occasional textual clumsiness this causes.

Throughout the thesis I will be concerned with drawing attention to the parallels
between Joyce’s and Deleuze’s ethics and will begin to explore this in the first chapter
through Deleuze and Deleuze and Guattari’s reading of philosophers and writers alike
as ‘symptomatologists’ of their times. ‘Symptomatology’ is an important part of both
Deleuzian philosophy and Deleuze and Guattari’s ‘rhizomatic’ or ‘schizoanalytic’

practice. Brietly stated, Deleuze notes that ‘symptomatology’ is the diagnosis of a

> Gilles Deleuze. ‘I have nothing to admit’, trans. by Janis Forman, Semiotext(e) 2, 3
(1977).

° Ronald Bogue, Deleuze on Literature (New York and London: Routledge, 2003), p. 8.



coalescence of external forces or investments which opens up the possibility of

productive change, and he states that achieving this ‘is always a question of art’. (M 14)

It gives us an ethical diagnosis of the ills which beset society, and as such has an
evident political dimension. Deleuze opposes ethics, which he equates with life and
desire,” to judgemental moralising. He draws on Nietzsche in the latter’s contrasting of
life with a morality which he argues holds us all in chains and must be properly

understood before we can gain any release from it: ‘[m]orality 1s merely sign language,

merely symptomatology ... one must already know what it is about to derive profit from
it’.° He further states that ‘we need to determine the value of morality from the
perspective of life itself’.” 1 will be arguing that Joyce too develops his
‘symptomatological’ insights, which stem from his intuitive awareness of this

judgemental morality, through a progressive delineation of modernity’s societal ills.

In summarising his work on Deleuze,'” the philosopher Alain Badiou has said'' that
there are only three types of thinking in Deleuze and Guattari’s final work together
(WIP) and these do not include the political. These are thinking on science (as

" In disagreeing with Foucault (Gilles Deleuze, ‘Désir et plaisir’, Magazine littéraire,
no.325 (octobre 1994), 59-65), Deleuze explains that whereas Foucauldian ‘pleasure’ is
simply 1mert and reactive, the concept of ‘desire’ grasps the active dynamic of the
production of social reality, and he concludes that ‘[p]leasure interrupts the positivity of
desire and the constitution of its plane of immanence’(p. 64). He sees desire in positive
‘machinic’ terms as ‘desiring machine’, concepts which will be explained below.

® Friedrich Nietzsche, Twighlight of the Idols/ The Antichrist, trans. by R. J.
Hollingdale (Harmondsworth, Penguin, 1990), p.66, (My 1talics).

? Friedrich Nietzsche, The Birth of Tragedy, trans. by Shaun Whiteside
(Harmondsworth, Penguin, 1993), p. 7.

' Alain Badiou, Deleuze: The Clamor of Being, trans. by Louise Burchill
(Minneapolis: Umiversity of Minnesota Press, 2000).

'l Alain Badiou, Lecture at ‘Immanent Choreographies: Deleuze and Neo-Aesthetics
Conference’, Tate Modern, London, 21 September, 2001.

[www.tate.org.uk/modern/programmes/webcasting.htm




function),'” on art (as “affect’)” and on philosophy (as the creation of concepts).'* He
went on to say that Deleuze writing alone was only interested in philosophy and not
politics and that even when writing with Guattari only the political concepts of
‘becoming’, ‘desire’, and ‘minorities’ occur. According to Badiou there 1s not a
Deleuzian politics as such only a Deleuzian ethics. Writing from a difterent perspective
the Joycean critic Joseph Valente concurs by stating that the “becoming-woman’
keystone of Deleuzian philosophy has ‘no determinate political effects’.'” Whilst I agree
that both are correct in Deleuze’s privileging of ethics over politics, Deleuze and

Guattari themselves address their own statement that:

The fundamental problem of political philosophy is still precisely the one that
Spinoza saw so clearly, and that Wilhelm Reich rediscovered: ‘Why do men fight
for their servitude as stubbornly as though it were their salvation?’ (40 29)

and this exploration has set the stage for developing a political theory and practice from

their work.

Although Paul Patton began to explore the political potential of Deleuzian
philosophy 1n his micro-analysis of current Australian Aboriginal resistance to white
rule,'® it is undoubtedly Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri’s Empire, ' and its

companion volume,'® which has received more attention. They attempt to follow

'* ‘Function’ brings into play the ‘machinic’ aspect of Deleuze’s philosophy, explained
below. It emphasises ‘use’ and ‘purpose’ rather than meaning.

13 < Affect’ is explained on page 52 below.

'* Philosophic concepts feature particularly prominently in Deleuzian philosophy, and
all concepts will be shown by words or phrases in single inverted commas together with
definitions and explanations. I will elaborate on Deleuze’s understanding of the concept
below.

299

"> Joseph Valente, ‘Who Made the Tune: Becoming-Woman in “Sirens”’, James Joyce
Quarterly, Pt. I, A Deleuze Guattari Cluster, 30.2 (Winter, 1993), 191-207.

'° Paul Patton, Deleuze and the Political (London and New York: Routledge, 2000).

' Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri, Empire (Cambridge, MA and London: Harvard
University Press, 2000).

'8 Michael Hardt and Antonio Negri, Multitude: War and Democracy in the Age of



Deleuze and Guattari’s line of thought in A Thousand Plateaus and by applying it at the
widest global level claim to see beyond the unquestioned bases of Anglo-American
political theory which prop up capitalism. Empire’s central premise is that the phase of
imperial capitalism has been replaced by a new global capitalism. This ‘new form of
sovereignty’ consists of corporations, global-wide institutions, and other command
centres without any responsibility to or governance by the people. Hardt and Negri
claim repeatedly that the defining feature of this new postmodern sovereignty 1s its
‘deterritorialisation’ or dispensing with territorial borders along with the contrasts and
distinctions which they have traditionally supported. Yet, they argue that tar from
offering a bleak future such globalisation gives the prospect of a radical global social
transformation. They conclude that the accelerating integration of economic, political
and cultural powers in the world is a force for good. Their most contentious but
optimistic claim is that the population of the world and in particular the poor, deprived,
oppressed and inarticulate masses now potentially form a fluid and powertul network
with the strength to bring about the most radical step in the liberation of humankind
since the Industrial Revolution. This ‘multitude’, they argue, 1s the key to ‘true’

democracy on a global scale.

Consequently, they dispense with old modernist theories of sovereignty, and the
state of perpetual warfare as seen in Hobbes. "> They reject the commercial need for the
security of contracts as advocated by Locke and Hume,” and go beyond a Marxist
analysis based on dialectic and class warfare with its supposedly inevitable proletarian
revolution; holding that all such modernist formulations no longer apply because of the
‘social eruption’ of the ‘global multitude’.*' They espouse a new republicanism,
demand that democracy be taken more seriously than the Rousseauesque “elective

aristocracy’ which now passes for democracy in the Western world, and advocate

Empire (New York: Penguin Press, 2004).
' Hardt and Negri. Empire. p.343.
-9 Ibid, p. 344.

! Ibid.



through the ‘common(s)’ the abolition of private propery,”* coupled with the

unrestricted movement of peoples by granting ‘global citizenship’ to all. Slavo; Zizek

has summarised their approach as follows:

Hardt and Negri describe globalization [in Deleuzian terms| as an
ambiguous ‘deterritorialization’: victorious global capitalism penetrates 1nto
every pore of our social lives, into the most intimate of spheres, and installs
an ever-present dynamic, which is no longer based on patriarchal or other
hierarchic structures of dominance. Instead, 1t creates a flowing, hybnid
1dentity. On the other hand, this fundamental corrosion of all important
social connections lets the genie out of the bottle: it sets in motion potential
centrifugal forces that the capitalist system is no longer able to fully control.
It 1s exactly because of the global triumph of the capitalist system that that
system 1s today more vulnerable than ever. The old formula of Marx 1s still
valid: Capitalism digs its own grave. Hardt and Negri describe this process
as the transition from the nation-state to global empire, a transnational space
which 1s comparable to Rome, where hybrid masses of scattered identities
develop.”

As Gopal Balakrishnan writes, this approach ‘represents a spectacular break’ with

the negativity of current left-wing political thinking,** and it has excited much euphoric

comment such as that of Duncan Bell:

[Despite the plethora of published material on Globalisation] ... there has been little
profound, sustained political reflection on the process(es) [involved], on its
intellectual roots and structure, and on the radical potential that it may contain.
Empire 1s a glowing exception to this, a stunningly ambitious, multi-faceted, and
richly suggestive book. ... it can rightly claim to be the most important critical-

theoretic analysis of the topic yet attempted.”

** Hardt and Negri, Multitude, p.204.

> Slavoj Zizek, ‘Empire’, in Siiddeutsche Zeitung, [www.barnesandnoble.com. /
[website accessed 1/ 12/ 2004].

** Gopal Balakrishnan, ‘Hardt and Negri’s “Empire”’, New Left Review, 5,

(2000), p.304.(Also Debating Empire (London: Verso, 2003), passim).

> Duncan S. A. Bell, ‘Empire’, Centre of International Studies, Cambridge University,

[www.theglobalsite.ac.uk 2001/ [website accessed 1/ 12/ 2004].



Certainly, Anna Tsing, amongst many other commentators on globalisation, fails to
appreciate Hardt and Negri’s powerful insights and portrays globalization as an
‘imagined congeries’ of ‘hit or miss convergences’ rather than a ‘single claimant as a

world-making system’.*°

I will take into account Hardt and Negri’s powerful new thought in this thesis,
although I believe that a major weakness in their argument is that it gives scant attention
to the massive recuperative (‘reterritorialising’) forces which global capitalism inherits
and commands by bringing its peoples back to unitary subjectivity and little more than
passive consumers. Understandably, in constructing a positive revolutionary approach.
Hardt and Negn concentrate on ‘deterritorialisation’ through capitalism’s liberatory
potentialities. They are well aware that ‘all that is solid melts into air’ in modernity,*’
and that this creates a social space in which radical change can take place. Furthermore
they draw upon Anti-Oedipus to substantiate their argument for social revolution.”®
Here, Deleuze and Guattan state that rather than resist capital’s globalization we have to
accelerate 1t and ‘go i1n the opposite direction. To go still further, that 1s, 1n the

movement of the market, of decoding and deterritorialisation’. (40 239)

Yet, in doing this, Hardt and Negn downplay Deleuze and Guattari’s stress on the
importance of the massive ‘reterritorialising” forces which constrain and suppress any
activity or thought which threatens the capitalist system:

What we are really trying to say i1s that capitalism, through its process of
production, produces an awesome schizophrenic accumulation of energy or charge,
against which it brings all its vast powers of repression to bear. (40 34)

*® Anna Tsing, ‘The Global Situation’, Cultural Anthropology, 15.3 (2001), 327-60,
(p. 334).

*” Marshall Berman, A/l that is solid melts into air: experience of modernity (New

York: Simon Schuster, 1982). Berman takes his title from Marx’s description of
capitalism’s ability to transform the world.

“8 Hardt and Negri. Empire, p.206.
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and ‘[d]eterritorialization must be thought of as a perfectly positive power that has
degrees and thresholds’. Nevertheless, it ‘is always relative, and has reterrtonalization
as 1its flipside or complement’. (TP 53-54) It seems evident that Hardt and Negr1’s call
for ‘global citizenship’ and the unrestricted movement of peoples will, without a major
ethical change, surely result in a backlash against immigration as has already been seen
throughout Europe as globalisation begins to take effect. The power shift envisaged 1n
such statements as ‘... throughout the ontological terrain of globalization the most
wretched of the earth becomes the most powerful being’,*” because:

the poor [are]| the paradigmatic subjective figure of labor today ... they are included
in the circuits of production and full of potential, which always exceeds what
capital and the global political body can expropriate and control,”

1s a state of affairs which will surely not be realised overnight, if at all, without an
ethical shift. There 1s little evidence as yet that the patriarchal symbolic order has been
finally overturned, that the power of the nation state has been fatally undermined, that
hierarchies are disappearing, or even that the modern unitary subject has been or i1s
about to be ethically reconstituted outside of consumerism as a result of the economic
changes already brought about by this new ‘turbo-capitalism’. Yet, 1t 1s precisely this
new subjectivity which Hardt and Negn quite rightly place at the centre of any real

revolutionary change:

We need to identify a theoretical schema that puts the subjectivity of the
social movements of the proletariat at center stage in the processes of
globalization and the constitution of global order.”’

To be etfective, although they 1gnore the possibility, this surely must be a change which

cannot be recapturable by the reterritorialising forces of capitalism.

*? Ibid. p.363.
3% Hardt and Negri, Multitude, p.40.

! Hardt and Negri. Empire. p.235.
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Despite their occasional references to Céline, Kafka, Melville, Dostoyevsky, and
Robert Musil, and assurances that ‘the idea of “affect” plays a decisive and multifaceted
role in Empire’> and the construction of ‘the multitude’, I believe that Hardt and Negri
do not fully recognise and give appropriate weight to the critical importance of
literature’s ethical input to Deleuzoguattarian thinking. Although in Multitude they
devote several pages to Bakhtin’s concepts of the ‘carnivalesque’ and ‘polyphonic’ as
he applies them to Dostoyevsky’s novels,> and note that ‘in a polyphonic conception of
narrative there is no centre that dictates meaning’,”* they relate Bakhtin’s insights to ‘a
theory of organisation based on the freedom of singularities that converge in the
production of the common’.”” This seems to be antithetical to Deleuzian thought which
might be better stated as a theory of disorganisation. They seem to be unaware that the
ethical shift, required in a changed subjectivity, which can be provided by °‘great
literature’ — including but going beyond ‘Rabelais’s laughter and Dostoyevsky’s tears’>°
— 1s required to accomplish this. As Derek Attridge rightly points out, with respect to
the carnival and the carnivalesque, ‘by virtue of its subordinate status, [the
carnivalesque] digression serves the whole of which it is both part and not part. Crucial
to [such] digression is its temporary nature. It always swerves back’,”’ and allows for

recuperation, or ‘reterritorialisation’ within the dominant order. We need to go beyond

the carnivalesque to the “affects’ of ‘great literature’ to achieve lasting change.

*2 John Kraniavskas, ‘Empire, or Multitude. Transnational Negri’, Radical Philosophy,
103 (September/ October 2000), 29-39 (p.34).

3> Hardt and Negri, Multitude, pp.208-211.

** Tbid. p.211.
3 Ibid. (My italics)
**Ibid, p.210.

' Derek Attridge, Peculiar Language: Literature as Difference. From the Renaissance
to James Joyce (Ithaca, New York: Cornell University Press, 1988), p.222.



12

It is this aspect of Deleuze and Guattari’s philosophy which I will be highlighting

in my thesis on Joyce. The revolutionary changes to be wrought in Hardt and Negri’s

38

analysis crucially rely, not on the ‘affects’ of ‘great literature’™” but on 1nstant world

wide communication via cyberspace, the internet, and television (‘the ether’ as they put
it) to compose the new subjectivity of ‘the multitude’ as the motivating force in the
radical change they envisage. Thus, in Multitude, they state that ‘[d]eprivation may
breed anger, indignation and antagonism ... but revolt arrives only on the basis ot wealth
— that 1s a surplus of intelligence, experience, knowledge, desires’, with this intelligence

and knowledge being acquired very largely from interactions in cyberspace.’

Yet, it is not only the commercialisation of television but the threat of increased
consumerism through the advertising potential of the internet, by capitalism 1n its global
form, which makes for the capture, or ‘reterritorialisation’, of ‘desire’ through ‘the
ether’ not just possible but even likely. Evidently, were global capitalism to accomplish
this with the supposedly coalescing ‘multitude’, even in part, then the internet itself
would have become a major tool in suppressing the very revolutionary flame which,
according to Hardt and Negri, 1t 1s about to spark. The new subjectivities of potential
Third World members would then be constituted not into revolutionaries but into
passtve consumers powerless under an ‘elective democracy’ as are the majority of their
present counterparts in the Western world. In these circumstances, cyberspace seems to
be an unreliable, though evidently necessary, revolutionary tool and a major force i1s

required to counterbalance any partial capture by the capitalist forces of consumerism.

Unlike Hardt and Negri, Deleuze and Deleuze and Guattari clearly argue that ‘the
multitude’ are created through authorial endeavours: ‘[h]ealth as literature, as writing,
consists in inventing a people who are missing. It is the task of the fabulating function
to invent a people’. (ECC 4) When such a people coalesce into a ‘multitude’ thereby

forming a fluid and powerful network they must surely first acquire a new subjectivity

% 1n their recapitulation of Bakhtin’s Dostoyevsky they refer to this as a ‘literary
detour’.

3% Kraniavskas. ‘Empire, or Multitude. Transnational Negr1’, pp. 42-43.
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40 -
In order

which ‘operates primarily through knowledge, communication, and language’
to accomplish this, as Hardt and Negri rightly argue. Deleuze and Guattari envisage that
‘great literature’ has to play an essential part in bringing this about. In making this claim
Deleuze does not see the book or the author dictating the process in transcendent terms
but rather acting as conduits through which incorporeal revolutionary ‘intensities’ (DR
222-3)*! pass in order to be perceived by their readers: ‘the incorporeal is not high
above (en hauteur), but 1s rather at the surface’. (L 130) These productive incorporeal
‘intensities’ which the author is able to summon up in the book exist only as part of a
functioning social machine working in conjunction with and on the same level as other
available productive forces. (7P 4) Consequently, the importance of literature 1n any

revolutionary social change remains a strong and consistent strand in both Deleuze and

Guattar1’s thinking and cannot be dismissed or elided.

Despite these caveats, Hardt and Negri’s approach 1s invaluable, I argue, as it maps
and reveals some of the latent potential available in this new phase of global capitalism
which has never been done before. If their theorisations are seen as a state of affairs
which could conceivably come about rather than something which 1s inevitable, I would
not wish to contest but rather add to their overall analysis. As they state:

We have to recognize where in the transnational networks of production, the
circuits of the world market, and the global structures of capitalist rule there 1s the
potential for rupture and the motor for a future that 1s not simply doomed to repeat
the past cycles of capitalism.*

However, whilst we may not be inevitably doomed to to repeat the past of

capitalism neither are we free to assume that its ‘boom and crash’ cycles cannot occur

* Hardt and Negri, Empire, p.29.

*I Deleuze states here that ‘intensity’ is a direct measure of difference and the ‘sufficient
cause’ of everything which we regard as an essence or being. According to him
everything 1s a ‘becoming’ defined by a process driven by differences in ‘intensity’:
‘Everything which happens and everything which appears 1s correlated with orders of
differences: differences ot level. temperature, pressure, tension, potential, [these are]
difference of intensity ... the condition of that which appears ... 1s determined and
comprised in difference of intensity, in intensity as difference.’

*2 Hardt and Negri. Empire, p.239. (My italics)
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again, (ECC 113) and the ethical function of literature must be allowed to play its part
here in order to help ensure that we can go beyond capitalism. Following Deleuze and
Guattari, I continue to believe that there is a basic continuity in all of the phases of
capitalism in the always present threat to recuperate and nullify new developments
which undermine the system. Consequently, I believe that in Deleuzoguattarian terms
Hardt and Negri’s political analysis is both invaluable and incomplete. In order to go
beyond capitalism it is necessary to recognise such ‘reterritorialisations’ and that ‘great
literature’ — when it is not itself captured by such ‘reterritorialisations’, an important
point which I will make below — has a major role in diagnosing and alerting people to 1t
as well as pointing out and even creating the forces of ethical liberatory potential

available within global capitalism.

Joyce, I argue, is well aware of capitalism’s ‘reterritorialising’ tendencies as he
shows in Dubliners, A Portrait, and Ulysses, he i1s however able to look forward to a
different state of affairs in part in Ulysses and much more significantly — given Hardt
and Negri’s stress on capital’s ‘deterritorialisation’ — in Finnegans Wake with 1ts
adumbration of ‘transnational space’ and ‘hybrid masses of scattered identities’, pre-
dating but suggestive of and looking forward to the life-atfirming potentialities which
go beyond the subject unified as consumer in global capitalism. In Joyce’s work, not
only do we have the social paralysis afflicting the people in Dubliners, much as it may
be said to compose the voiceless Third World poor today,” but in Ulysses Joyce gives
his protagonist Bloom — whom I will argue 1s an exemplar of societal masochism under
capitalism — the role of a worker in advertising, the very activity which 1s concerned
with making us passive consumers, and continues to threaten today and tomorrow to

insinuate itself throughout Hardt and Negri’s “ether’.

43 Ranjit Guha, ed., Subaltern Studies, 7 vols (Delhi: Oxtord University Press, 1982);
Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak. ‘Can the subaltern speak? Speculations on widow
sacrifice’. Wedge 7.8 (Winter/ Spring 1985), and ‘Subaltern Studies: Deconstructing
Historiography', in In Other Worlds: Essays in Cultural Politics (New York and
[.ondon: Methuen, 1987).
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Deleuze states unequivocally that his work, with and without Guattari. 1s
‘philosophy. nothing but philosophy, in the traditional sense of the word’,* yet
literature offers a thread of continuity throughout all of his and their joint publications.
When asked in an interview in 1988 if literature shouldn’t be treated as distinct from
philosophy, Deleuze disagrees. He states that he does not recognise a difference
between them, and regards great authors as ‘symptomatologists’ very much akin to
philosophers. (N 142) This Nietzschean theme he first broached in Proust and Signs,
continued to develop in Masochism: An Interpretation of Coldness and Cruelty,
elaborated on with Guattari in Kafka, and retained throughout his entire oeuvre.
Deleuze’s last publication in 1993, Essays Critical and Clinical, which 1s primarily
devoted to literature, includes major philosophers as well as writers of fiction without

any overt distinction being made between the two groups. Thus, as one critic puts it
‘Melville and Kafka rub shoulders with Kant and Spinoza: all are writers’,* and one
should add ‘symptomatologists’ or diagnosticians of society: ‘more a physician than a
patient, the writer makes a diagnosis, but what he diagnoses 1s the world’. (ECC 53) It
1s the ethical imperative which literature can provide in the revolutionary process, when
it 1s not entrapped by the ‘reterritorialising’ forces of capitalism, which Deleuze wishes
to highlight and why he refuses to separate philosophy and literature. Hardt and Negri
need to take this into account. Nevertheless, despite his refusal to separate them

Deleuze regards philosophy as working through its concepts in parallel with the

“affects’ of literature, as will be explained below.

In drawing literature into philosophical discourse Deleuze i1s not attempting to

make i1t either more theoretical or arcane but rather emphasising its importance. He

would agree both with Irigaray’s assessment that philosophy enjoys the status of

‘master discourse’, for ‘[1]t 1s indeed philosophical discourse [which] one must question

* Gilles Deleuze, ‘Entretien 1980°, L Arc, 49, rev. edn (1980), 99-102, (p. 99).

* John Marks. Gilles Deleuze: Vitalism and Multiplicity (London, Sterling and
Virginia: Pluto Press, 1998). p.123.
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and disturb ... it lays down the law for all the others ... it constitutes the discourse of

discourses’,*® and with Derek Attridge that:

The exercise of making the Wake a central and not a digressive text in our literary
culture can ... create a space where it might be possible to reassess the function and
character of the literary and its potential importance for us as members of an
always changing, always changeable society."’

[ wish to stress here that Attridge’s observation 1s one which I develop as the basis
for my thesis. Hardt and Negri’s analysis indicates that such a space now exists. As
Balakrishnan notes, ‘In an excursus on Machiavelli [in Empire], they maintain the time
has come to compose great manifestos which pry open an empty space for
transformative intervention, and beckon the multitude to surge through’.*® Read in

Deleuzian terms, I believe that the Wake 1tself may be regarded as such a manifesto.

In stating this I wish to dissociate my argument from that of Philippe Sollers. As
Tel Quel’s influential editor, throughout the late 1960s and 1970s, Sollers consistently
argued that avant-garde literature, with Joyce’s work at the heart of 1t, played a central
role in influencing the political climate. At the Fifth International Joyce Symposium
held at the Sorbonne in Paris in 1975, Sollers, then in his Maoist period, brandished a
copy of Finnegans Wake, held it aloft, and cried, ‘Vive la Révolution!” A taunt
seemingly directed at the Americans and their attempts to ‘tame’ the Wake, but also
apparently because underneath the dustwrapper, the cover of the book was red as was
Mao’s little red book, and he was evidently equating the two and suggesting that the
Wake could be presented directly to the Western “masses’ as an equivalent

revolutionary tool.*” In his attempt to align the Wake with ‘Mao’s’ propagandist

** Luce Irigaray, Speculum of the Other Woman, trans. by Gillian C. Gill (Ithaca, New
York: Cornell University Press, 1985), p.72.

*! Attridge, Peculiar Language, p. 238.

*8 Balakrishnan, ‘Hardt and Negri’s “Empire™’, p.304.

*> Anecdotal evidence confirmed by Pieter Bekker, joint editor of ‘The James Joyce
Broadsheet’ and member of the Leeds University James Joyce Reading Group, who
was present at the session 1n Paris when Sollers made his intervention.
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writing, and the Chinese Communist revolution, Deleuze and Guattar1 would
undoubtedly see Sollers approach as wrong-headed if not fascistic. (40 xin) My point 1s
simply that Hardt and Negri’s Deleuzoguattarian theory which might help to bring
about a different revolution would benefit enormously by taking ‘great literature’ and
particularly the Wake into account, in order to strengthen its necessary ethical
dimension.

Following Spinoza, who claims that the prophet produces his own people,”
Deleuze and Guattari regard ‘great literature’, as an essential component 1n creating ‘the
multitude’ as revolutionary assemblage. In this connection works which Deleuze and
Guattari cite include those of D. H. Lawrence, Virginia Woolf, Hardy, Melville, Kafka,
Proust, and both Joyce’s Ulysses, and the Wake. All of which, except the Wake, have
been conscripted into ‘the literary canon’ of academia. This both captures °‘great
literature’ for an hierarchical and élitist audience and 1n 1ts ‘reterritorialisation’ by the
forces of an hegemonic capitalist socius through the Institutional State Apparatus of

>l stifles and tames much of its productive revolutionary intensities, although

academia,
nothing can completely nullify the latent ethical and hence political potential of these
works. Deleuze and Guattart do not see ‘great literature’ in hegemonic, transcendent or
élitist terms although they fully appreciate that it can be and frequently 1s read in this
way. Rather, as with Kafka’s work, they believe that it is the often unrecognised or
suppressed but always potentially subversive aspect of such literature which makes it

‘great’.

Seemingly paradoxically they name all such ‘great literature’ as ‘minor’ and note
its potential socio-political effects through ‘deterritorialisations’. For them ‘minor
literature’ 1s the ‘revolutionary force for all literature ... pushing deterritorialization to

such an extreme that nothing remains but intensities’. (K 19) They stress its absolute

> Benedictus de Spinoza, Theologico-Political Treatise, in The Chief Works of Benedict
de Spinoza, vol. 1, trans. by R. H. M. Elwees (New York: Dover Publications Inc.,

1955).

>! Louis Althusser. Lenin and Philosophy and Other Essays, trans. by Ben Brewster
(New York and London: Monthly Review Press,1971), passim.
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necessity in the revolutionary process. Deleuze and Guattari regard “minor literature” as
ethical and political, collective, and revolutionary in its impact. It ‘deterritorialises’ one
territory as it maps out another. According to them, ‘minor literature’ creates the means
by which ‘deterritorialization’ can take place and therefore 1t is a literature of the
people:

The literary machine thus becomes the relay for a revolutionary machine-to-come
... because the literary machine alone i1s determined to fill the conditions of a

collective enunciation that is lacking elsewhere in this milieu: literature 1s the
people’s concern. (K 18)

[ believe that the very difference or ‘singularity’ of the Wake separates it from other
‘great works’ of literature and has resulted in its exclusion from the ‘literary canon’.
Deleuze and Deleuze and Guattari’s considerable insight enables them to grasp this but
they fail to go beyond the portmanteau and esoteric words, which they correctly
highlight, and consequently do not fully appreciate its absolute radical potential. For
instance, other ‘great’ works, even when read as ‘minor’, offer patriarchal forces an
easier means of recuperation because they are couched in the language and syntax of the
Symbolic order. The Wake, on the other hand, through Joyce’s deliberate elevation of
lexis over syntax — whereby the ‘multiplicity’ of words to be drawn out themselves
create the syntax — resists such incorporation, and does not allow an easy subsumation
into the ‘literary canon’, much as standard Joycean criticism attempts to draw it in. In
Joyce’s deployment of several types of grammar we, as readers, are forced to reorganise
the phrases and syntax which he supplies and draw out disparate meaning. Such creative
difficulties are deliberately compounded at the macro-level by Joyce’s ‘accretive’
composition, ‘lateral integration of sections’, and presentation as ‘a uniform textual
continuum’,”* which stylistically emphasises spatiality and time as ‘duration’. They

nevertheless can be held to appreciate that the Wake offers us:

matter-movement bearing singularities [epiphanies] or haecceities ... an
expressivity-movement always bearing a foreign tongue within each language and
nonlinguistic categories within language as a whole (nomad poetic lineages).
[ Writing], then, on the same level as the real of an unformed matter, at the same

>* David Hayman, ‘Draft Analysis: Reader’s Guide’, in James Joyce, ‘Finnegans
Wake’, Book Il Chapter 2: A Facsimile of Drafts, Typescripts, and Proofs, Vol Il (New
York and London: Garland Publishing, Inc., 1978), p. vii.
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time as that matter traverses and extends all of nonformal language [and becomes]
a revolutionary machine, all the more abstract for being real. A regime that no
longer operates by the signifier or the subjective. ... singular and immanent abstract

machines. (TP 512)

In total this creates an impossible incomprehensibility from a patriarchal
perspective and offers an opportunity as its exceptional ‘minoritarian’ qualities
consequently remain undiminished. These extend not only to the undermining and
problematisation of the accepted understanding of what ‘great literature’ supposedly
tells us, 1in liberal humanist terms, but go well beyond this to give the means of
liberating our full ethical potential, and in doing so undermine the mores of a society
constituted under capitalism. Yet, the new global order remains undergirded by a
powerful and unified ‘reterritorialising’ moral climate. Terry Eagleton notes in this
connection the influence of the unquestioned ‘universal values’ distilled from ‘great
literature’ and propagated by the academy, as Institutional State Apparatus, which
imposes on 1t belief 1n:

[the] timeless unity of the human spirit, of the superiority of the imaginative to the
actual, of the inferiority of 1deas to feelings, of the truth that the individual stands at
the center of the universe, of the relative umimportance of public as against
interpersonal life, and of the practical as against the contemplative, and other such
modern prejudices.”

and he concludes that ‘[l]ike all the most effective forms of power, high culture presents
itself simply as a form of moral persuasion’.” The Wake, 1 argue, is consequently the
only work of ‘great literature’ advocated by Deleuze which can be held to retain its full
subversive and liberatory capacity and as such 1s crucial to Deleuzian ethico-political
thought. It deserves to be accorded even greater weight by Deleuze and Guattari than
even they give it, as 1t does in Hardt and Negri’s Deleuzoguattarian analysis and

prognosis, but 1t receives no mention {from them.

Evidently I need to explain further what i1s meant by Deleuze and Guattari’'s

concept of ‘symptomatology’, but even prior to this I need to examine their particular

> Terry Eagleton, The Idea of Culture (Oxford: Blackwell, 2000), p. 52.

>4 Ibid., p. 54.
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understanding of philosophy and the philosophic concept. In What is Philosophy? they
hold that ‘philosophy is the art of forming, inventing and fabricating concepts’, (WIP 2)
and as such they conclude that most other understandings of philosophy, principally
concetved as ‘contemplation’, ‘reflection’ or ‘communication’, are both incomplete and
questionable. Thus, Deleuze and Guattari designate any philosophy taken to be

‘contemplation’ as ‘objective 1dealism’, and they regard Plato as the founding father of

this method because of his ‘contemplation’ of ‘Ideas’. (WIP 29-30)

If, for instance, one takes the ‘Idea of Justice’ in The Republic>> which resides in
the world outside of the cave in a separate realm of pure ‘Ideas’,”® it is evident that for
Plato only the overarching disembodied mind containing these ‘ideas’ can act as
impartial judge giving us a pure idea of justice uncontaminated by worldly or bodily
1ssues. Yet, such an approach judges life and justice from the impossible godlike
perspective of someone who 1sn’t alive and has never lived in the world. Consequently,
Plato 1s unable to give a satistfactory explanation of the very different understandings of
justice 1n different times and in different parts of the world for different peoples. This i1s
because he has elevated the concept of ‘justice’ to an ‘other worldly” position which
belies 1ts construction in the socio-historical context which Socrates, as Plato’s
spokesman, and his opponents have hinted at in their earlier discussions on the city. He
1s even unable to give due weight to the impersonal forces, such as the economic,
religious and linguistic which manifest themselves in the world and have played an
important part in any given formation and understanding of this concept. Deleuze and
Guattari regard such transcendental elevations and the reduction of concepts to essences
as unacceptable as they evade the centrality of worldly, bodily 1ssues and consequently

of their understanding of the concept. Plato, in etiect, needs to be brought down to

> Plato, The Republic, revised by C.D.C. Reeve, trans. by G.M.A.Grube (Indianapolis:
Hackett, 1992).

6 1bid. Book VI.
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carth. Consequently, both Deleuze himself (L 253) and Foucault’’ in commenting on

Deleuze have stated that his thought is a ‘reversal of Platonism’.

Deleuze and Guattari similarly target Descartes and Kant when they look at
philosophy conceived as ‘reflection’, and they call this the philosophy of ‘subjective
idealism’. Although they acknowledge that in Cartesian philosophy the doubting subject
cannot be sure of the objective status of ‘Ideas’, and that Platonism must consequently
be bracketed out of the equation, idealism 1s nevertheless allowed in via the back door
through Descartes’ creation of an occult, irreducible, immaterial, and ontological
‘cogito’, (WIP 24-27) which 1s now taken to be located 1n the subject rather than in a
supposedly objective realm of transcendent ideas. Therefore, as Deleuze and Guattan
see 1t, ‘subjective 1dealism’ 1n the case of Descartes 1s mistaken insofar as it appertains

to the subject’s implicit knowledge of thought as creative of being.

Although Kant calls Cartesianism into question, ‘[wle cannot say with Descartes, “I
think therefore I am. I am a thing that thinks™’, (KCP vii1) he nevertheless maintains the
same emphasis. (WIP 32) He does this by giving primacy to the apperceptive or self-
conscious nature of human experience and action by endowing it with the status of
‘phenomenal experience’ and separating it from ‘the world 1n itself’, (WIP 31-32, 85)
thereby perpetuating a Cartesian dualism where 1t becomes a reflection upon space and
time as well. (WIP 27) From Plato’s theory of forms to Kant’s noumenal reality of ‘the
thing-in-itself’, Platonic, Cartesian, and Kantian metaphysics erect a two world theory
of reality. Consequently, in all of their philosophies a supposedly ‘true’ world
overshadows an ‘apparent’ world available to our senses but regarded as inauthentic and

a mere semblance of the original.

Finally, Deleuze and Guattar1 take 1ssue with the philosophy of ‘communication’,

which they name ‘intersubjective 1dealism’, and here they have Husserl and

" Michel Foucault, ‘Theatrum Philisophicum’, in , Language, Counter-memory,
Practice: Selected Essays and Interviews, ed. and trans. by D. F. Bouchard and S.
Simons (Ithaca, NewYork: Cornell University Press, 1977), pp. 167-168.
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phenomenology in their sights. Husserl’s project’ 5 aims to reinstate the Kantian
‘transcendental subject’ in the phenomenal world, in order to place 1t within the

empirical ground of ‘actual experience’:

Husserl sees it [Kant’s thought] through to the end by discovering, in non-
numerical multiplicities or immanent perceptivo-atfective fusional sets, the triple
root of acts of transcendence (thought) through which the subject constitutes first of
all a sensory world filled with objects, then an intersubjective world occupied by
the other, and finally a common 1deal world that will be occupied by scientific,
mathematical, and logical formations. (WIP 142)
Theretore, Husserl figures the transcendent ‘Idea’ as neither a pre-existing object, nor a
presupposition of subjective reflection, but rather as a consequence of intersubjective
interaction. On this understanding, Deleuze and Guattari argue, philosophical activity is
indistinguishable from the ‘communication’ which takes place between subjects. Joyce

shows us the problematic of such communication which does and does not take place

between subjects through Bloom in the ‘Aeolus’ episode of Ulysses.

In attacking the philosophies of ‘contemplation’, ‘reflection’ and ‘communication’,
and designating them as variants of philosophic idealism, Deleuze and Guattan clearly
indicate their own philosophic stance. They eschew such ‘psychologisms’. Theirs 1s an
absolute philosophy of immanence, materialism, and difference opposed to 1dealism and

the transcendent 1n any of its forms. Following Hume, Deleuze had already adopted a

> an interest which he continues during his association with

version of empiricism,
Guattar1.(WIP 53-54) For Hume, all supposedly true, timeless, logical and universal
principles — including causality, necessity, identity and lawfulness (WIP 214) — are
effects of experience; they are fictions which the mind imposes on the experiences of
our material being allowing us to order our world and our constructed selves within it

into manageable forms. Moreover, Deleuze couples Hume’s insight with that of

>* Edmund Husserl, Cartesian Meditations: An Introduction to Phenomenology. trans.
by Dorian Cairns (The Hague: Martin Nijhott, 1960); The Crisis of Furopean Sciences
and Transcendental Phenomenology: An Introduction to Phenomenological
Philosophy, trans. by D. Carr (Evanston, IL.: Northwest University Press, 1970).

> Gilles Deleuze, Empiricism and Subjectivity: An Essay on Hume's Theory of Human
Nature, trans. by Constantin V. Boundas (New York: Columbia University Press,1991).
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Spinoza which in his understanding of ‘substance’ allows him to speak of the ‘plane of
immanence’ on which ‘the truth of the new humanity 1s determined historically,

technically, and politically [and] the singular is presented as the multitude’,”’ as Hardt

and Negri put it.

Deleuze and Guattari categorise the philosophies of ‘contemplation’, ‘retlection’

4

and ‘communication’ as ‘arborescent’ and their own immanent philosophy as

‘thizomatic’. Both these concepts are used 1n a wide variety of different circumstances,
(TP 3-25) with the former 1n general terms indicating hierarchies of height and depth
and the latter a proliferation of ‘grounded’ surface connections. ‘Arborescence’ in this
specific instance indicates 1deological systems which seek to establish both hierarchy
and a fundamentally dichotomous sets of relations in all their lines of thought. Deleuze
and Guattart’s ‘rhizomatic’ philosophic system conversely denies this bi-polar method
of thought by working through ‘the middle’ and employing decentred sets of material
linkages between concepts, processes, relations, ‘intensities’, and speeds and
slownesses:

A rhizome has no beginning or end; it is always in the middle, between things,
interbeing, inftermezzo. The tree 1s filiation, but the rhizome 1s alliance, uniquely
alliance. The tree 1imposes the verb ‘to be’, but the fabric of the rhizome 1s the
conjunction, ‘and ... and. . and. . .” This conjunction carries enough force to shake
and uproot the verb ‘to be’. ... proceed from the middle, through the middle,
coming and going rather than starting and finishing. ... move between things,
establish a logic of the AND, overthrow ontology, do away with foundations,
nullify endings and beginnings. ... The middle 1s by no means an average; on the
contrary, it 1s where things pick up speed. ... a transversal movement that sweeps
one and the other away, a stream without beginning or end that undermines its

banks and picks up speed in the middle. (TP 25)

Deleuze states that ‘we always have the beliefs, feelings and thoughts that we
deserve given our way of being or our style of life’, (NP 1) consequently our prevailing
“arborescent’ way of thinking inevitably leads to judgemental moralising and ‘sad’
outcomes. On the other hand, Deleuze and Guattar: argue that ‘rhizomatics’ as a form of
pragmatics solely concerned with what can be achieved in the world gives us a ‘joyful’

ethical alternative. It 1s because of this alternative offered by literature that Deleuze

S ——r s e - N
e

% Hardt and Negri. Empire. p.73.
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would no doubt argue that his injunction to author’s to ‘create a people” 1s in no sense
to offer the author a privileged, transcendent, arborescent position. In eftect. Deleuzian
‘tThizomatics’ shows how concepts, texts and the forces which compose them can be
made to work differently through the establishment of new material connections.
Pivotal concepts which define the relationship between things within a Deleuzian
‘thizomatic’ cartography include ‘becomings’, commencing with ‘becoming-woman’,
and also the ‘Body without Organs’ (‘BwQO’) located on the ‘plane of immanence’, as

the focal point of ‘schizoanalysis’, as will be explained below.

Contemplation, reflection or communication, they argue, cannot be definitive of
philosophical activity because what is fundamentally elided here 1s the creation of the
material concepts on which they rest and the linkages then established. By taking for
granted the invention of these concepts and the immanent forces which constitute them
such philosophies lose their groundedness in the material world. Deleuze and Guattari
hold that the philosophers cited and the philosophies they have created teach the exact
opposite of what they actually do. These 1dealisms actually create concepts and material
connections whilst arguing for uncreated 1deal essences which are held to precede them
In a transcendent state somehow divorced from the real world. Deleuze and Guattan are
not suggesting that human beings do not ‘contemplate, reflect or communicate’, nor that
philosophy should not concern itselt with these actions, only that it 1s a mistake to
equate these actions directly with philosophical activity itself. For them philosophy is
grounded in the creation of concepts allowing for new ways of thinking. These are
entirely dependent on and bound up with the problematics and differences of this world

and philosophy becomes ‘1dealism’ when 1t forgets this fundamental fact.

This approach to philosophy not only placed him at odds with traditional views but
also with his structuralist, post-structuralist, postmodern peer group. Deleuze’s
materialism rejects any conception of the sign, or symptom, which limit it to a linguistic

model. Rather than sticking to the Saussurean derived semiology with many of his

6

contemporaries, he bases his understanding of signs on Pierce’s ‘sem(e)iotics’®' and

P~ - _________________________________________________________________________ e - _ - s

°l' Charles Sanders Peirce. The Collected Papers of Charles Sanders Peirce. 8 vols,
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couples this with the work of Hjelmslev,* and then brings into play the ‘order words’ of

Austin® and Searle,** agreeing with them that command and performance are at the

heart of grammar and communication.

In contrast to this approach language is foundational for the greatest post-
structuralist Jacques Derrida, yet its uncertainties allow for infinite deconstruction. This
stance ultimately undermines any belief or argument, ‘political’ or otherwise, which he
or anyone else cares to posit. This is the dilemma which he finally presents us with. As
André Pierre Colombat points out:

Deleuze’s two books on cinema shed a new light on his criticism of linguistic signs.
They also exemplify his radical opposition to any form of structuralism based on
linguistics or even to the most brilliant and subtle word games played by Derrida’s
Deconstruction. The point 1s not to unveil a Signifier nor a paradoxical founding
trace but to evaluate forces, arrangements and an entire battlefield; to map thinking

as a vital process.””

James Williams too contrasts Deleuze and Derrida to the latter’s detriment:

Broadly, the contrast between Deleuze and Derrida lies 1n the former’s
preparedness to adopt systematic forms, arguments and concepts from the history
of philosophy and then to cast them, still fully functional, 1n a new and disruptive
setting. The latter shies away from this inclusive approach, preferring to undermine
historical arguments from the outset and replacing them with a much looser
methodological framework. Deleuze offers us principles and methods for a
philosophy of difference, whereas Derrida offers us an ethos and style of writing
about difference explicitly resistant to the emergence of principles or methods.®

ed. by Charles Hartshorne, et al. (Cambnidge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1931-
1958).

°* Louis Hjelmslev, Prolégomeénes & une théorie du language (Paris: Editions de
Minuit, 1968-71).

°> John L. Austin, How to Do Things with Words, 2nd edn. (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 197)).

* John R. Searle, Speech Acts: An Essay in the Philosophy of Language (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, 1969).

®> André Pierre Colombat, ‘Deleuze and Signs’, in Deleuze and Literature, ed. by Ian
Buchanan, and John Marks (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2000), p.22.

% James Williams, Gilles Deleuze’s ‘Difference and Repetition’: A Critical
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It 1s the life-enhancing, life-giving ‘vitalism’ of such a cartographic process which is the
key to Deleuze’s philosophy. He does not take language as foundational. As a
philosophic vitalist, though one of a different stripe to those who were concerned with a
mystical, transcendent life force, as everything is immanent for him, he takes a

materialist perspective on life: life seen as ‘machinic connections’.

Similarly, Deleuze’s dispute with Jacques Lacan was based on the latter’s early
refusal to take ‘the real’ as possible. It is impossible for the Symbolic order, as Lacan
conceived it, and consequently for patriarchal language but not for life itself. (Lacan
appears to move towards this position himself when he engages directly with Joyce’s
later works, when ‘the category of the sinthome allowed him to think the Symbolic as
permeated by the Real, instead of [being] radically distinct from it’.®”) The real is
absolutely essential for life and production and requires no mediation via language. For
Deleuze the importance of ‘great literature’ lies in the impersonal ‘affects’ which its
language mobilizes or generates for our use. Deleuze points out, for instance, that we do
not need language as an intermediary to tell us when we feel the warmth of sunlight on
our face, we simply experience its ‘affect’ as real. In this his approach 1s quite distinct
from Derrida, the earlier Lacan and all who took the linguistic turn following and/or

critiquing de Saussure.

Deleuze states that the two intimately linked prizes of philosophy are the
attainment of a Nietzschean ‘cheerfulness’ (Heiterkeit) at the death of God, and the

: . . 68 : . qe :
concomitant abolition of transcendent values.”” Eschewing materialism, Derrida’s

e

Introduction and Guide (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2003), p.26.

7 Dominiek Hoens. and Ed Pluth, ‘The sinthome: A New Way of Writing an Old
Problem?’. in Re-inventing the Symptom: Essays on the Final Lacan, ed. by Luke
Thurston (New York: Other Press, 2002), p. 14.

°¢ Antonio Negri. ‘Notes on the evolution of the thought of the later Althusser’, trans.
by Olga Vasile, in Antonio Callar and David E Ruccio (eds) Postmodern
Materialism and the Furure of Marxist Theory: Essays in the Althusserian Tradition
(Hanover NH: Wesleyan Umversity Press, 1996) pp. 51-68, (p. 61).
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recourse in his later works to a theo-philosophy of transcendence, intluenced by
Levinas and linked to the theme of negative theology stemming from Pseudo-Dionysius
and Meister Eckhart® would be considered by Deleuze and Guattari as a completely
unacceptable move: ‘[w]henever there i1s transcendence, vertical Being, impenal State
in the sky or on earth, there is religion; and there 1s Philosophy whenever there is
immanence’. (WIP43) Finally. Deleuze stresses that philosophy’s main concern must be

to seek a ‘restoration of immanence’ and, in so doing absolutely forbid ‘the return of

any transcendence’. (ECC137)

Nevertheless, Deleuze’s philosophical approach may appear to open it to Derridean
deconstructive linguistic criticism, but this need not be the case. In Anti-Oedipus
Hjelmslev’s linguistics is proposed as an alternative to that of Saussure. Hjelmslev had
developed an immanent theory of language, which escapes the constraining identity of
the signifier. Language for him 1s deterritorialised, decoded, and subject to the flows of
desire; a very satisfactory position for Deleuze to adopt. In addition, Peirce provides
Deleuze with a generalised, non-linguistic semiotics, rather than a Saussurean or indeed
Derridean semiology. Deleuze made a distinction between semiotics and semiology,
and expressed a very clear preference for semiotics which he defines as ‘the system of
images and signs independent of language 1n general’. (C2 29) For him, ‘[j]ust as
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philosophy must constantly come into contact with “non-philosophy”,”™ so language

comes into contact with “non-language material””,”' and resolves itself in ‘the middle’.

For Derrida, as for the early Lacan, everything is ultimately posited on lack or loss,
implying an original plenitude. Unlike Deleuze, Derrida has not taken ‘difference’ as
irreducible. Insofar as such lack 1s bound up with desire for Dernida and Lacan, Deleuze

would hold that this ties their approaches to the ‘oedipalisations’ of capitalism, and their

°® Jacques Derrida, On the Name, trans. by Thomas Dutoit (Stanford: Stanford
University Press, 1995). John D. Caputo, The Prayers and Tears of Jacques Derrida
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1997) notes Derrida’s ‘theological turn(s)’.

" Gregg Lambert, The Non-Philosophy of Gilles Deleuze (New York and London:
Continuum, 2002). passim.

™ John Marks, Gilles Deleuze, p.142.
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politics to a recoupment by it. Consequently, despite their often public disagreements,
René Major has shown how similar, and indeed interdependant, much of Derrida and
Lacan’s work is.”* Moreover, Derrida is exercised by the loss of meaning which is of
little concern for Deleuze. For him, the ‘sting of the negative is extracted from the
structural semiosis, allowing a truly diacritic sign to emerge. And the Derridean
différance yields to the Deleuzian different/ciation’.”” Following Bergson,
“differenciation’ concerns the ‘actualisation’ of the ‘forces of virtuality’ and

“differentiation’ the totality of diacritic relations of ‘the virtual’ on which it draws.

Despite asserting that his work 1s ‘philosophy, nothing but philosophy, 1n the
traditional sense of the word’’* when one turns to the traditional philosophic view of
concepts there are substantial differences between established views and Deleuze’s
understanding of how such concepts should be understood. The traditional means is to
understand concepts as determinate ideal entities serving as points of i1dentification
which must conform to the logic of exclusive disjunction. In other words, things either
do or do not belong within them. Traditionally understood concepts are concerned with
clear-cut categorization and thus the establishment of identity. Deleuze and Guattari
regard the philosophic concept quite differently. It 1s not to be seen 1n such a cut-and-
dried fashion. They see it as determined by context and difference, ‘pure and simple
variations ordered according to their neighbourhood’. Their formulation of the concept
1s therefore:

... Incorporeal, even though 1t 1s incarnated or etfectuated in bodies. But, in fact, it
1s not mixed up with the state of affairs in which 1t 1s effectuated. It does not have
spatiotemporal coordinates, only intensive ordinates. It has no energy, only
intensities ... The concept speaks the event, not the essence or the thing—pure

Event, a hecceity [sic] ... It is like the bird as event. (WIP 21)"

"> René Major, Lacan avec Derrida: analyse désistentielle (Paris: Flammarion, 2001)

"> Constantin V. Boundas, ‘Deleuze-Bergson: an Ontology of the Virtual®, in Deleuze:
A Critical Reader, ed. by Paul Patton, p. 90.

% Deleuze, ‘Entretien 1980°, p. 99.

" My italics
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This effectuation of the concept ‘in bodies’ was addressed by Joyce through
Stephen Dedalus’s Aristotelian ruminations at the beginning of the ‘Proteus’ episode in
Ulysses where he goes beyond ‘coloured signs. Limits of the diaphane’, with 1ts 1dealist
limitations, to the materialism and immanence of Aristotle’s conclusion: ‘[b]ut he adds:
in bodies. Then he was aware of them bodies before of them coloured. How? By
knocking his sconce against them, sure.’(U 45) ’® Nevertheless, I am not concerned with
the certainties, essences or clearly defined identities which Stephen’s Aristotelian
speculations, filtered through a Thomist prism, appear to be seeking here, but rather
with Deleuze and Guattari’s seemingly cryptic understanding of the concept as giving

the material ‘event’, in all of 1ts ‘thisness’ or ‘haecceity’.

Thus, 1t would seem that Deleuze and Guattari in equating the bird with ‘the event’
have in mind the ‘musicality’ of the bird song and its ‘line of flight’ to freedom rather
than any species specific bird which might better suit Stephen’s musings, and indeed the
traditional i1dea of the philosophic concept. One is reminded here of the young girl in
Giacomo Joyce who is likened to ‘[a] bird twittering after storm, happy that its little
foolish life has fluttered out of reach of the clutching fingers of an epileptic lord and
giver of life, twittering happily, twittering and chirping happily’.”” Flight and music
feature prominently in my later readings of Joyce’s works. The Deleuzian concept ‘like
the bird as event’ escapes the clutching fingers of a traditional, patriarchal philosophy.
To understand Deleuze and Guattari’s definition of the concept better one needs to

understand its near equation with ‘the event’ betore proceeding further.

Deleuze’s Logic of Sense 1s the principal work in which he addresses the concept of
‘the event’ most fully. He does this in an exploration of what can be regarded as sense

and what i1s to be seen as nonsense. Deleuze always treats “sense’ as having great

’® Jacques Aubert (The Aesthetics of James Joyce (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins
University Press, 1992) here 1dentifies the French translation of Aristotle’s, De Sensus
et Sensibilia, 111, p.439, which Joyce used, as well as the specific quotation: ‘Colour 1s
the limit of the diaphane in any determined body” (Aubert, ‘Appendix B’, p. 134).

I James Joyce, Giacomo Joyce (London: Faber and Faber, 1968), p.11.



30

ontological significance by opposing it to ‘essence’. He notes elsewhere that there 1s *no
ontology of essence, there is only an ontology of sense’.”® In a unique philosophic
combination, in Logic of Sense, Deleuze takes a surprising approach and examines ‘the
event’ in terms of both Stoic philosophy and psychoanalysis. He selects from Stoic
philosophy their ‘theory of bodies’. (L 4) For the Stoics ‘events’ are not bodies seen in
commonsensical terms but are incorporeal entities which ‘subsist’ and ‘inhere’. ‘Pure
events’ precede language not as essences but as singular and impersonal ‘intensities’
indicating a pre-individual existence inside the language which expresses them. Deleuze
argues that 1t 1s particularly through the release of such impersonal intensities in Joyce’s

use of portmanteau and esoteric words that he constructs his ‘epiphanic machine’.

‘Events’ are thus independent of their actual formation and use in language and
always exceed it. The ‘event’ is a ‘haecceity ... a draught, a wind, a day, a time of day,
a stream, a place, a battle, an 1llness’. (N 141) Moreover, in order to underline its
nebulous qualities impossible to capture in words, Deleuze has further stated that ‘[a]ny
event is a fog of a million droplets’.”” Hardt and Negri in critiquing Deleuze’s concept
of the event as ‘the production of the social ... as a chaotic, indeterminate horizon
marked by the ungraspable event’,* fail to grasp that it is precisely the crucial unknown
features of ‘social production’ stemming from the ‘virtual’ which characterises the
event for Deleuze and for Guattari.®' It cannot be reduced to the Marxian analysis which

they then attempt.

In speaking of his use of Stoic philosophy 1n Logic of Sense, Deleuze points out
that the Stoics draw a mental line between things and events, which allows them to

explore the impersonal aspect, the “it’, of ‘the event’ which tends to dissolve the self. (L

’® Gilles Deleuze, ‘Review’, in Jean Hyppolite, Logic and Existence, trans. by L. Lawler
and A Sen (Albany, New York: SUNY Press, 1997), pp.191-195.

)

™ Deleuze and Parnet. Dialogues, p.65.
%Y Hardt and Negri, Empire. p.28.

81 Félix Guattari. Chaosmosis: An Ethico-Aesthetic Paradigm, trans. by P. Bains and J.
Pefanis (Sydney: Power Publications, 1995), passim.
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63) I will be relating this conception of the ‘it’ or ‘haecceity’ to the epiphanic ‘bird girl’
of A Portrait in Chapter Three, and to Issy in the Wake in Chapters Four and Five. The
‘1t” consists of the ‘virtual intensities’ which make up the ‘thisness’ of ‘the event’ as a

processual ‘becoming’. These concepts will be explained below.

In addition to the Stoics and psychoanalysis, Deleuze’s understanding of the
‘event’ also owes something to Maurice Blanchot who particularly notes the
ambiguities inherent in the concept. For Blanchot ‘there is the part of the event which is
realized and accomplished [and] there is that “part of the event which cannot realize its

299

accomplishment™. (L 151-152) Thus, the ‘narrative event’ for Blanchot can never be
fully described: ‘[n]arrative is the movement towards a point — one that is ... unknown.
ignored, and foreign’.** Drawing on this, Deleuze holds that an ‘event’ elucidates the
seeming paradoxes of sense and nonsense. In order to illustrate this he brings into play
Lewis Carroll’s literary and logical paradoxes [2.1] and links these to Joyce’s work
which he sees as ‘a method of questions and answers which doubles that of
problems’|2.2]. Instances of this in Deleuze’s Logic of Sense are taken from Carroll’s
Alice’s Adventures in Wonderland (L 234-236) where the ‘smile without a cat’ shows us

an ‘impersonal event’ by freeing the ‘virtual’ ‘affect” of the smile from its

"actualisation’ on the face of a particular cat. (These concepts will be defined below.)

Deleuze points out too that, in The Hunting of the Snark, * Carroll used literary and
logical paradoxes to conjure up an absurd, nonsensical, world through the use of
invented, es<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>