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(I have provided three excerpts: a) a brief portion of the introduction that explains the terms 

historicity and holism; b) a relatively short discussion, from the end of chapter four, of Deleuze’s 

approach to language in contrast to Heidegger’s, which I thought of particular interest to literary 

scholars, and which sets the stage for some of the developments concerning history in the final 

section, as it elaborates on holism; c) from the end of this work, a more sustained discussion of 

What is Philosophy? focused on history and historicity, directly related to the reading of the 

graduate seminar.) 
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Excerpt I 

 

Introduction: What are Historicity and Holism? 

 

 This is not a book about Deleuze, not in the usual sense. Viewing him as a member of a 

cohort of French thinkers, theorists, or “postphilosophers” (Foucault, Derrida, Althusser, and, 

more lately, Badiou), it engages with his corpus to advance new perspectives for the theoretical or 

“postphilosophical” project.  

 Historicity and Holism thus affirms that Deleuze and the thinkers with whom he is often 

classed make an absolutely essential contribution to the future of theory and philosophy. In 

different ways, each attempts to find new paths for thinking, while questioning its traditional 

reference points in timelessness, a self-consistent reason, or a human subject. Some fifty years 

after such work began to appear on the scene, Historicity and Holism further contends, however, 

that it is indeed time to take up the baton and to steer this project in some new directions. The 

philosophical and the historical architecture it invokes no longer appear as sustainable, and thus 

not as fruitful, as formerly. Concern with conditions of possibility (whether they be set-

theoretical, as in Badiou, or semi-historical in Foucault) has been outpaced by the transformations 

knowledge and research have undergone, as well as by the current state of linguistics, and much 

recent philosophy of language. Similarly, though French philosophy, or postphilosophy, mounted 

crucial innovations concerning time and history, many still not fully appreciated, it also relied, at 

crucial junctures, on historiographical models, such as the period, with which its own thought was 

in tension (as in Foucault), or those that no longer find a place in historical studies at all (such as 

that of national character
1
). 

 The present endeavor thus aims to further this earlier work’s own experiment with 

history, by elaborating a new model of historical engagement, a new template for history and time 

as these inform knowledge, interpretation, and reflection, which I call historicity. In the French 

initiative, a view of history as comprised of discrete historical streams with their own 
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thematically-situated becomings (such as the historicity of the concept of number, or of the sonata 

form) repeatedly plays off a picture of historical becoming in totality (invoking periods, epochs, 

and cultures). I argue that these two versions of history, while intersecting, ultimately do two 

different jobs of work. Accordingly, focusing on the former, I advance a new template for 

historical inquiry comprised of multiple, discrete, situated histories, assembled and oriented by a 

question or problem reaching out into the future (for example, “are machines able to think?”).  

 The second innovation here mounted, holism, takes up new perspectives on language, 

discourse, and sense that have emerged within the last thirty years, though these, as is becoming 

more commonly recognized, may already also be found in Heidegger (who here remains my 

principle reference point). On this basis, Historicity and Holism questions what I call 

semanticism—the assignment to sense of a separate region or mode of operation, and its 

concommitant privileging over reference and truth
2
—as well as the argument structures, broadly 

those of a transcendental type, with which this excess (whether conceived as sense, concept, or 

discourse and its practices) is usually coordinated. Holism denies that a transcendental outlook of 

any sort is finally available. And to mount this case, it makes a merely transitory appeal to the 

transcendental positioning of Husserl and Heidegger. Their version of the transcendental I deem 

in advance of others, though it too finally succumbs to the argument against all transcendental 

perspectives here mounted. Thereby, a new enlarged context for viewing my interlocutors’ 

arguments emerges, ultimately anchored in a wider canvassing of philosophy of language than is 

the norm. 

 Only, I claim, by adopting both of these two new starting points—historicity and 

holism—can what these postphilosophers have already begun to bring about be furthered: the 

questioning of existing horizons of discourse and the generation of new conceptualities. 

Doubtless, in respect to these possibilities, the work of Gilles Deleuze (largely writing alone, but 

also in collaboration with Felix Guattari) has already proved exceptional. Within theory or 

Continental Philosophy, this work, almost single-handedly, has led thought into the twenty-first 
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century. His writings achieved this owing to the extraordinary philosophical experiment 

performed in them, offering a new thought of the genesis of individuals that also eventually 

radically recast our views of society and history. 

 From very early on, Deleuze explicitly designated his approach a transcendental 

empiricism. Taking Deleuze at his word, Historicity and Holism, accordingly, situates his project 

within the broad swath of post-Kantian thinking this notion invokes, including phenomenology 

(Husserl’s, Heidegger’s and Merleau-Ponty’s), as well as the more familiar reference points 

offered by Bergson and Kant. While recognizing the still living singularity of his endeavor, I 

argue that in it becomes discernible both that semanticism outlined above, as well as recourse to 

an essentially Kantian framework of transcendentality, drawn into question by phenomenology’s 

account.
3
 In my chapters on Deleuze, phenomenological treatments thus at times illuminate, at 

other times questions aspects of his stance. In every instance, I begin from Deleuze’s own 

discussion of phenomenology’s leading figures; by no means are such encounters imported from 

elsewhere…. 

 

Excerpt II 

      

Chapter Four 

 

Historicity and Holism 

.... 

4.  Heidegger and Holism  

 The consequences of Deleuze’s positions so far discussed, at least in part, remain 

intended by Deleuze. In the case about to be embarked on, however—shaped, as is about to 

become clear, by an understanding of the proposition held within a classical logic of meanings 

(posited as the ground, or model against which he strives)—Deleuze, clearly contrary to his own 

desires, in fact restores on the plane of the virtual an ontology and set of discursive figures that he 

himself elsewhere deems everyday and insufficiently radical. Within this realm of the virtual, 
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Deleuze still finds himself, after all, positing micro-beings, sub-perceptual singularities, quasi-

monadic entities, unwittingly reestablishing that very thing ontology, that standard version of the 

object and objectivity that he himself contests. He ends up populating his Aion with objects of a 

different order than common sense really only on account of their imputed indiscernibility, to us 

and from one another, and he does so owing to the finally deeply traditional assumptions that 

inform his own understanding of the proposition, meaning, objectivity, truth, and their relations. 

 The return to the object of common sense thus bears not only on the consistency of 

Deleuze’s own thought, but it indeed brings forwards alternatives arguably able to accomplish 

more successfully at least part of what Deleuze wishes: to dispense with the categories of 

classical logic and above all the tethering of individual entities to standard structures of identity. 

In this respect, the holistic approaches to the proposition that surface in part in Anglo-American 

logic, but find a still more powerful expression in Heidegger’s treatment of discourse, overcome 

the classical accounts of the concept and its work more radically than Deleuze himself. Deleuze, 

as shall become clearer, remains beset by the worry that the individual insofar as it remains 

conceptualized loses its distinctness, its radical singularity, thus prompting him to disclose 

another, more radically differential level (of pre-individual singularities) on which such 

difference can register and go to work. Once we have moved beyond the classical schema of how 

discourse works, however, including that of reference achieved through names capable of 

independently designating individuals (and thus necessarily classifying and conceptualizing them 

prior to their entry into concrete instances of discourse)—a schema Deleuze himself endorses to 

the extent that he believes he must struggle against it— individuality and singularity no longer 

remain at risk. Consequently, no evanescent, purely virtual levels become needed, at the same 

time as very different inherently referential, holistic structures come to be glimpsed. 

 Deleuze’s own presuppositions about discourse thus can be shown to motivate his turn to 

these singularities, which then themselves unwittingly repeat the presumptions they are designed 

to avoid. The decisive articulation of this matrix, wherein the assumptions at work allow 
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themselves to be identified, proves to be Deleuze’s criticisms of phenomenology in Logic of 

Sense and Difference and Repetition: especially, his denunciation of phenomenology’s reliance 

on certain species of belief or “positing.” Initially, this rejection becomes posed in terms of 

Husserl’s notion of Ur-doxa; our examination of this objection soon leads, however, to 

Heidegger’s profound transumption of this entire matrix, and the questioning of Deleuze’s 

criticisms.  

 Deleuze’s critique of Husserl in fact breaks down into two sides, the difference between 

which Deleuze himself does not sufficiently acknowledge. Deleuze’s criticism pertains, first, 1) 

to proto-doxa (Urdoxa), and 2) to the so-called noematic nucleus or noematic core.
4
 The latter, as 

Deleuze rightly points out, in fact does inflect Husserl’s thought toward the self-identity of the 

thing or state of affairs, toward a congruence with a more or less standard account of the object 

and its properties.
5
 Taken broadly, noema designates an object (of any sort) as given in any 

fashion within an intentional process (Husserl’s term for such processes being noeses). Thus “the 

redness of this chair supposed as tinted a few shades lighter than it is now” qualifies as 

designating a noema of this chair (or its color, if one prefers). This noema itself remains an 

objectivity of sorts for Husserl. The noematic core, however, by contrast counts as only what 

would be expressible as the same in all the possible various positings, all the different noema 

concerning the object so given, in this case “this chair” or “the color of this chair.” The core thus 

flattens out the different possible modes of the givenness, the different varieties of sense into a 

single self-same objective sense. And this flattening indeed reaches its pinnacle later in Ideas I, 

when Husserl speaks of what he calls the “core of the core”:  namely, the fulfillment of the core 

sense, the object itself, given in its self-identity—thus confirming Deleuze’s claim that Husserl’s 

treatment tends toward a commonsense appraisal of sense as tending toward objectivity. 

 In turn, however, the notion of proto-doxa (Urdoxa), to which Deleuze assimilates this 

formulation, achieves something different.
6
 Protodoxa, to be sure, may be mistaken for this same 

identitarian teaching, as it, too, hierarchizes: out of many alternatives, it selects one as a master 



 6 

instance. Yet what the doctrine of the protodoxa insists on is not in fact a form of objectivity per 

se, but existence as such. It stipulates that the belief or affirmation of existence—and, its 

correlate, an object in the broadest sense taken as existing—stand not as one belief among others, 

not as one propositional attitude (alongside uncertainty, possibility, or a possible object), but as 

distinct and fundamental, indeed as proto-, originary-, or Ur- doxa. The positionality that affirms 

the being of the given, along with the existence attributed to the given itself, remain primary; they 

are not, for Husserl, simply one among a number of optional possibilities. 

 A hierarchy thus exists here that predisposes what speaking speaks about toward the 

genuinely existing. At the same time, what the contrast to the core lets be made clear is that at this 

moment of apparently maximal referentiality, no commitment to a specific ontological or 

discursive model of existence is entailed. Protodoxa, as existential positing, does not remain 

confined, or even find expression, in any pregiven semantic or propositional forms. Unlike in the 

case of the nucleus, it cannot be discerned in the grammar of the statement (as are, according to 

Husserl, the forms of those objectivities to which such statements refer); protodoxa instead 

provides an open-ended matrix. Thus Husserl himself points out that the object can be held to be 

a possible one, an object certainly existing as possible, by dint of the transferability of the 

existential belief structure embedded in protodoxa and the objectivity that is its correlate.  

 In fact, this notion of a primary positioning, or of a protodoxa in Husserl finds its final 

and most profound expression in Husserl’s beautiful description of a belief-in-the-world, world-

positing, as the underlying inescapable transcendental correlate of all other attributions of 

existence, as set out in the The Crisis of the European Sciences, his last published work. There, 

belief in existence and objectivity (of whatever sort) as existing, in their primacy, according to 

Husserl, does not at all redound to objects and a common sense, nor to the categories of 

understanding à la Kant, but instead to an always already pregiven world. The world, not entirely 

consciously in fact, tacitly stands as the primary existent, the object of primary believing. From 

this belief, of an utterly unique kind—a belief indeed not ultimately fungible or simply 
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cancellable, though it may be bracketed— emerge the attributions of existence of a more 

everyday sort, of an entirely different order, and which have a decidedly secondary, and to some 

degree variable role.
7
  

 With world-belief, a gulf, a rupture, or decalage thus emerges between the positionality 

of existence—itself finally but another way of designating reference, of indicating a privilege of 

the referential function—and more standard forms of representation. And in Heidegger’s more 

radical treatment of how speech, discourse, world, existence, and reference all relate, this gulf 

becomes still more pronounced. Abandoning entirely the semanticist vector still discernible in 

Husserl, shared by Deleuze,
8
 Heidegger elevates reference to the primary discursive function, 

while leaving behind the affirmation of a specifically transcendental subject (on his way to 

transforming the notion of the transcendental as such). More specifically, in his discussion of 

apophansis in Being and Time, Heidegger locates the disclosive power of statements, their very 

functioning, in the pregivenness of a world, a worlding of the world. Crucially, moreover, the 

world in its pregivenness, as rooted in what Heidegger calls the ready-at hand, remains of an 

entirely different order, with a radically distinct formal structure, from that ontology, that 

understanding as present-at-hand, that Heidegger assigns to everyday and commonsense 

understanding. The difference between the ready-at-hand (and the world as otherwise given in 

Dasein’s understanding) removes the world and the must fundamental articulations of existence 

(including world belief) entirely from the grasp of commonsense and the everyday, a removal that 

encompasses, objects, things, as well as statements, propositions and their operation. Discourse, 

Rede, are here shown to depend on an already given referential context (within the ready-at-

hand); the ability of our speech to speak about the world relies on holistic concrete totalities, in 

which worldly things and (non-linguistic) significances have already been intertwined and cross-

articulated. Located in these totalities, the hermeneutical “as,” the font of reference and the 

possibility of discourse per se, opens onto structures—those of world, and eventually of Being in 

its difference from beings—of an entirely different order than any belonging to the object. 
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 As Heidegger himself now famously summarizes these findings:  

 The entity which is held in our forehaving—for instance, the hammer—is proximally 

ready-at-hand as equipment. If this entity becomes the ‘object’ of an assertion, then as soon as we 

begin this assertion, there is already a change-over in the forehaving. Something ready-at-hand 

with which we have to do or perform something, turns into something ‘about which’ the assertion 

that points it out is made… Both by and for this way of looking at it, the ready-at-hand becomes 

veiled as ready-at-hand.
9
 

 

 Heidegger in Being and Time thus thinks still more radically (and differentially) the 

notion of world. Tracing back discourse to referential contexts of a previously undisclosed sort, 

he draws into question not only Husserl’s semanticism (all that pertains to ideality and 

independence of meaning in Husserl’s work), but, for our purposes, that of Deleuze as well. In 

Deleuze’s case, the crux of this matter lies in his construal of the logic and operation of the 

proposition and what this implies for the rest of Deleuze’s thinking. Deleuze, criticizing 

Heidegger’s work for a fealty to common sense, underestimates its radicality, especially when it 

comes to the matter of statements and discourse. The stand-alone model of the statement, in fact 

deemed present-at-hand by Heidegger, remains the one Deleuze assumes, even as Deleuze, too, 

would contest common sense.  

 Sense, for Deleuze, indeed inheres in statements; statements remain his starting point, 

from which a meaning comes to be unfolded, recognized in its own independence and 

autonomy.
10

 Sense is thus also determined ontologically as present-at-hand, Heidegger would say, 

since, just as in Husserl, it is able to be assigned a realm and attributes of its own. And classically, 

indeed, the statement has always performed this work. When the statement is taken as identifiable 

and functioning in its own right, it immediately also provides a platform for accessing an 

autonomous sense. The presumed independence and autonomy of the statement constitutes 

semanticism from Deleuze back through Husserl and indeed all the way to the Stoics—a lineage 

that Deleuze himself explicitly avows. The belief in an independent realm of meanings, of senses, 

flows from the belief in statements, from the premise that statements can be independently 

identified and that independent, stand-alone meanings can be found within them. No attribution 
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of meaning that gives priority to meaning over its expression—even that of Deleuze, who goes on 

to track this meaning so very novelly—has ever really challenged this model.  

 In contrast, nominalism, so scorned by Deleuze, already registered something of an 

advance within the realm of the logico-grammatical; with its counterintuitive rejection of a 

common content for concepts, it attempted some pushback against common sense and 

representation in speech. More radically still, and thus still more significantly rejected by 

Deleuze, theories of discourse, logics, found in analytic philosophy, but also in Heidegger, that, 

while questioning the statement’s independence simultaneously insist on the operation of it as a 

whole, and thus give priority to it in totality over and against terms, words, and concepts, register 

a still greater advance. Only seemingly paradoxically, the belief in the statement as proffering an 

identifiable meaning, because complete in itself, simultaneously affirms the independent meaning 

and functioning of the statement’s parts, as together building up that whole. By contrast, for more 

holistic approaches to discourse, so-called subsentential parts (concepts, names and so forth) 

function only insofar as the statement as a whole functions, the latter alone being taken as able to 

be true or false and to refer. Only in such statements do the terms themselves operate, function, 

and behave meaningfully, meaning here remaining non-independent and transitory, with the 

result that the analysis of predicates or concepts, must be traced back to the sentential logics and 

not the other way around.
11

 (Husserl’s approach actually attempts a balance between the two: the 

openendedness of statements meets up with the epistemological primacy of things, as witnessed 

in his notion of semantic cores—a doctrine to which, it is noteworthy, even Jacques Derrida at 

points had recourse). 

 Deleuze, while not entirely lacking cognizance of the statement’s functioning as a whole, 

nevertheless traces this functioning back to an autonomous meaning, even as he assigns distinct 

operations, indeed the more or less standard grammatical functions to each of its parts, thus 

ultimately embracing the identification and analysis of concepts taken in their own right. Deleuze, 

indeed, opts for independent meanings, and thus for a logic of representation: an analysis of the 
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statement itself finally of the most common-sense kind, in which concepts equivalent to 

predicates (whether verbs or adjectives) have meanings that may be discussed across statements 

(independently) and in which significant names denote and remain responsible for reference. 

Deleuze’s loyalty to the traditional grammar and logic of the statement, and, hence, ultimately to 

a logic of concept, though clearest, in What is Philosophy? (with its exorbitant privileging of 

concepts that mean apart from any claim to be true) also becomes decisively evident in Difference 

and Repetition at the moment when Deleuze first posits his infinitesimal singularities.  

 For a logic of the concept structures Deleuze’s thinking at this moment, informing 

Deleuze’s conception of why such singularities must be posited, insofar as it shapes the model of 

that from which he is attempting to escape. Deleuze, that is, assumes that statements containing 

references to individuals necessarily fall prey to the predations of representation, since they must 

capture individuals in preexisting categories, standard concepts, notably those of genus and 

species. To refer to an individual at all, for Deleuze, ultimately means to classify it, and thus to 

co-opt it. Accordingly, the only remaining option for Deleuze becomes avoiding “fully formed 

individuals” altogether, in the name of entities posited as radically singular, even as they elude all 

direct speaking about them (singularities which at best become designated at a metalevel, as 

classes, never as individuals in their own right). Accordingly, at a critical crossroads in 

Difference, when Deleuze posits these singularities for the first time, he indeed states that 

discourse, construed along standard lines, cannot account for individuals, since it conceptualizes 

and classifies them. The standard approach “retains in the particular only what conforms to the 

general and seeks the principle of individuation in this or that element of fully formed 

individuals,” thereby “fall[ing] into an unresolvable difficulty”  (DR 38). 

 In the place of this failed account of the individual, Deleuze proposes a “univocal being 

related immediately and essentially to individuating factors,” going on to stipulate that by the 

latter, “we certainly do not mean…individuals constituted in experience, but that which acts in 

them as a transcendental principle…no less capable of destroying individuals as constituting 
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them temporarily, intrinsic modalities of being, passing from one individual to another, 

circulating beneath matters and forms” (DR 38, my emphasis).  

 Deleuze argues for these preindividual, albeit individuating, singularities, then, on the 

basis that they alone genuinely individuate, since talk of individuals necessarily “retains in the 

particular only what conforms to the general.” Thereby, however, he completely disallows that 

alternative found most radically in Heidegger: namely, because individuals, of course, are all that 

is, because no species, categories, essences exist in their own right, discourse has always already 

found itself entwined with them, able to and able to disclose them without concepts or meanings 

invidiously occulting such existents. Deleuze posits preindividual singularities to account for 

individuality in contrast to what he presents as the standard account, which, basing itself on 

individuals, fails to arrive at any genuine singularity, any genuine individuals at all. Not only, 

however, must Deleuze thus believe that there remains something to say about Being at this 

level—that ontological structures pertaining to Being can be identified and discussed (whether 

these be based on difference or identity matters little), in effect that there is ontology of the most 

classical kind—but moreover, he makes clear that he believes were the individuals given or 

“constituted in experience” to be the units of discourse, such a discourse would inevitably fall 

back into the standard ontological categories, rendering the articulation of individuals and 

individuation impossible.  

 Deleuze’s recourse to singularities thus proceeds on an ultimately fallacious premise, 

here consisting of the most traditional understanding of logic and grammar (including, by the 

way, Aristotle’s treatment of these). For in Heidegger’s case (to limit discussion to it), the 

statement itself, as inserted in speech, indeed functions holistically: it emerges out of other 

structured wholes operating within the ready-at-hand and in Dasein’s being-in-the-world. 

Operating as totalities, statements immediately let stand forth distinct aspects of this 

unthematized, non-present, yet significant environment, designated by the ready-at-hand, 

including the (pre-) articulations that dwell therein. To be sure, at this moment something later 
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discernible as a thing becomes manifest—for example, this tool, indeed in its concrete specificity. 

Yet Heidegger can and does affirm reference, reference that does not pass by way of more 

general concepts, thanks to insisting on the setting and operation of discourse as rooted in the 

ready-at-hand—thereby, along with glossing speech and the statement otherwise, radically 

distinguishing between tool and object. The central point of Heidegger’s treatment of Rede indeed 

consists in their being no one-to-one mapping of the significance and being of what is articulated 

in speech onto the forms of the object, as these, for example, find expression in traditional 

grammar.  

 For Heidegger, common sense itself remains responsible for the model of the statement 

on which Deleuze, among others, draws: at the critical juncture in Difference just canvassed, as 

well as those in Logic discussed above. Common sense, an everyday understanding, critically 

flattens down the power of discourse, the actual operation of the disclosive, doubly holistic, 

referential statement. It transforms the statement into a “thing, present-at-hand,” such that its 

various aspects become broken off, and, its functioning becomes severed from these other non-

present totalities of world and the understanding, thereby yielding the regime of representation, 

those objects that belong to it, as well as statements as such. For Heidegger, the statement’s very 

identification as a statement, the proposition itself along with its grammar and logic, finally 

belong to common sense. On the everyday understanding ultimately rests the standard view of 

both the statement and of things: the statement a) as able to stand on its own, as itself a self-

present complete entity, b) as having identifiable present parts: a subject, predicate and copula, 

which parts c) are themselves able to become congruent with objects and objectivities, spoken 

about and finally known under the domain of the adequatio, the correspondence theory of truth. I 

quote from Being and Time: 

 But because the logos came into their [the Greeks’] philosophical ken primarily as 

assertion, this was the kind of logos which they took for working out the basic structures of 

discourse and its components. Grammar sought its foundations in the ‘logic’ of this logos. But 

this logic was based upon the ontology of the present-at-hand. The basic stock of ‘categories of 

signification,’ which passed over into the subsequent science of language, and which in principle 
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is still accepted today, is oriented toward discourse as assertion. But if on the contrary we take 

this phenomenon to have in principle the primordiality and breadth of an existentiale, then there 

emerges the necessity of re-establishing the science of logic on foundations which are 

ontologically more primordial.
12

 

 

 Accordingly, thanks to the Heideggerean countermodel, it indeed becomes clear both that 

and why Deleuze, at the above moment, inevitably mimes that thing ontology and reproduces the 

standard version of the object and objectivity that he himself would otherwise contest. Since 

speech and the logic of statements, rather than being understood holistically, here remain 

conceived in the traditional way, remain viewed as compounded of parts bearing identical 

meanings (with the result that the insertion of individuals into speech can only deny their 

individuality), it is indeed entirely expected, given that he has never himself entirely broken with 

these basic grammatico-logico-representational templates, that Deleuze in effect at this moment 

finally manages only to complicate them, rather than departing from them decisively. His pre-

individual singularities, no matter how coyly and playfully modeled, and despite their equivocal 

insertion into structural models (thus appearing sometimes as senses, sometimes as differentials, 

sometimes as sub-experiential particles) necessarily suffer descriptions themselves entirely 

congruent with everyday things: they “pass….they circulate…” and they elsewhere engage in 

equally familiar, everyday activities (forming processions, series, converging, diverging, flowing, 

coagulating, and so on). The domain of common sense, the ontology of what Heidegger calls the 

present-at-hand, thus really has only been extended, perhaps in the spirit of the carnivalesque, yet 

not itself ultimately contested with this conception. Deleuze, taking meaning, sense, as a realm 

apart, indeed populates it with quasi-objects, finally in order to establish sense as a “quasi-cause,” 

thus invoking another common sense or everyday category that perhaps had been better off 

abandoned.  

 This outcome itself, however—the resuscitation by Deleuze of all that he himself claims 

to contest and dispense with—thus constitutes a refutation of his own semanticism and any 

recourse to an ideal or virtual sphere of whatever sort. Another road has indeed become evident 
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that arrives at least at some of the outcomes at which Deleuze himself aims, one that finally 

rejects expanding the inventory of the kinds of things there are, or the kinds of quasi-things 

(properties, and so forth) that these things have, since it rejects the possibility of such an 

inventory in the first place, ultimately owing to rejecting the independence of the statement as 

well as of meaning. Discourse, statements understood holistically, indeed have always arrived at 

individuals without generalizing them, by functioning without fixed concepts or pre-established 

ideas. These articulations of the world remain everywhere in contact with that world, remain 

themselves a part of it (since, indeed, where else could they dwell?); the discursive engages with 

the non-discursive simultaneously everywhere and nowhere; it gears in only, but always, as a 

whole. Thus dictates referential holism: the position here in the course of being explicated and 

affirmed, and the path that Deleuze decided not to take. 

Excerpt III 

 

Chapter Five 

Holism and Historicity 

…. 

 

Part 2. History and Historicity 

 “Transcendental arguments have ceased to be tenable.” “Only a certain version of 

repetition, only a new historicity remain viable today.” What can these pronouncements, made in 

the course of the previous argument, mean—in the French sense of what do they want to say 

(vouloir-dire)? Specifically, how are to be understood the temporal indices here employed: 

“now,” “today”? In what context do they take shape, how do they unfold, what relation do they 

bear to the arguments and readings that stand at their basis? 

 These arguments, hence these indices, it can be argued, uniquely emerge within a larger 

set: a set of transcendental arguments and programs concerned with the limitation of metaphysics, 

the privileging of the subject, etc., themselves locatable in another set, a set of writings or works 

(by Kant, Husserl, Merleau-Ponty, Deleuze, etc), thus prompting a shift from a transcendental to 
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something like a hermeneutic register. To be interested in these sort of arguments today means to 

read and to understand these texts. This is not to say that any single text or even the set of texts 

constitutes a pregiven, a formation already simply there. The item “quantified” over here, as the 

logicians say, the ontological unit, remains the tradition, the aggregate of texts and authors, not 

the individual text itself. Nor does this set itself remain—it does not form a set—apart from some 

interest of another sort. It may be disclosed as already there, having this or that aspect of the past, 

but speaking of this traditio at all remains impossible without something not already there 

occasioning its disclosure. Thus no set of texts, no traditio, as here understood, stands on its own.  

A tradition in this sense, in contrast to something like the Jewish Midrash, is not confined to a 

given national language or set of languages (Yiddish/Jewish, Greek/German, for example), nor 

does it belong to a predefined larger community, upon which it rests and/or teleologically 

animates.  

 Time and thought, however, do intersect. The traditio’s operation implies a back- and-

forth movement between the tradition as such (as a temporal fact, a past somehow given, albeit 

one needing to be disclosed) and some sort of question, or insight, a thought, a problem, 

ultimately a concern for some type of truth. Within such a framework alone—in the present 

instance, a framework constituted by the question of the transcendental standpoint and the 

viability of the division between the constituted and the constituting—does it become possible to 

declare that now, at this moment, something like the transcendental ceases to be viable. This 

claim, this “now” thus depends on an artificial context, a temporal horizon specific to itself, 

mediated by a textual ensemble explicitly, but also largely tacitly, already at work. This 

scaffolding, or traditio, in turn, constructs a temporality without any necessary relation to other 

regions of history; it operates without secured reference to any larger historical moment, to an 

epoch, a period or a culture.  

 At issue is not one of severing thought from its context, but rather a matter of constitutive 

interests, vectors of truth, that allow for the identification of any tradition, of a textual ensemble 



 16 

as such. A different kind of truth can play a different kind of organizing function, even for these 

same texts (again, the ensemble itself remains the unit and the stage being sketched remains 

wholly formal): the history of racial identity, the “rise” and “decline”  of “Europe,” etc.. Yet, it 

should be underscored, while these totalities doubtless remain latent, at present no concept, no 

framework (such as a mode of production) exists that ties these various currents together and 

offers a last instance able to satisfactorily construct or reconstruct the period as such.  Each of 

these approaches to the past demand their own present questions and issues to maintain this past, 

permitting this or any other tradition to be disclosed as an ongoing one.  

 This first juncture of time and truth, however, relates only to the outer surface, the 

outward-turned side of the configuration in which such statements take shape; a second inward 

crossing of time and truth remains at work within these claims themselves (“now is the time…”). 

In the first case, a hetero-homo-geneity of truth and time operates (a back and forth between truth 

and time, between the past of the tradition and the future/current question that confronts it). Truth 

further intersects time, inwardly, in the assertions made within this context, in a movement at 

once of disclosure and (self-) evacuation. Time, the traditio, a hermeneutic framework, as in the 

above examples, makes possible truth’s or inquiry’s manifestation: it provides the backdrop, the 

temporal ground on which such an inquiry come forward. As so registered, however, truth, the 

claim made to it, violently severs: it cuts into this tradition as such. (The claim that transcendental 

argumentation no longer is viable thus is not in itself an historical one, a report on a historical fact 

of some sort, though it appears with a temporal index.) Truth indeed comes to pass not as the 

continuation, not as the unfolding, but rather as the suspension of this temporal framework upon 

which it itself depends—including those cases when transcendental argumentation is affirmed, 

rather than denied, or some more positive insight set out. Truth emerges discontinuously; within 

this greater setting, it registers as a new transverse dimension, skewed to the (still artificial) larger 

temporal block comprised by the traditio as such.  
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 Such discontinuity of truth results in a double envelopment of time and truth: a mutual 

exclusion, which is also an inclusion. For, on the one hand, only thanks to such discontinuity, 

does the genuine historicity of a tradition in fact come to pass. Without an intervention by what 

suspends it, disestablishes it, any tradition remains merely a canon, a field shorn of events, a past 

continuously bleeding into a present. Only the disruption, indeed the abolition of this apparent 

history, of the already existing, finally lets history be history, in that it lets history genuinely 

become (though such becoming remains an unexpected consequence, not the aim of such 

extinction.) Yet even as truth, a truth other than history, makes history possible, truth as 

historically indexed also fixes time (in statements such as “now the truth has been revealed”): it 

captures becoming in a truth of becoming that brings becoming to a halt. Truth thus both propels 

even as it decapitates the movement of tradition. 

 Truth inserts itself into history both to propel and to abolish it (in fact both 

chiasmatically). In turn, history, of course, recaptures truth. The disestablishment of history by 

truth can establish history; history’s establishment disestablishes truth in turn. For not only does 

temporality itself, becoming as such, become expressed in terms of truth’s supposed fixity—and 

thus an evacuation of time, of becoming, by truth take hold. In addition, as so fixed to time, as 

pegged to these temporal indices, truth appears less foreign, less true, recuperated and 

domesticated by that time against which it arises. An ultimately recuperative homo-hetero-geneity 

at this micro-level, on the level of its statements, in philosophical and other kinds of discourse, 

thus corresponds to and in part effaces the hetero-homo-geneity to be found in the greater 

framework.  

 Historicity, accordingly, names this matrix in totality: at once inner and outer, 

simultaneously the binding and dehiscence of truth and time. Historicity consists of a hermeneutic 

setting, crosscut by the aim at truth (at something other than history and tradition), facing off and 

fashioning itself against a background that emerges as already there, even as, within this context, 

its statements, its discourse entail rupture, violence, a breakdown or destabilization of history that 
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itself inevitably registers historically, cancelling, effacing its own suspensive becoming, thus 

operating as self-healing wound.  

 Embarking on the phase of the discussion of Deleuze devoted to the role of history in his 

and Guattari’s thinking, such historicity requires outlining in advance, since in What is 

Philosophy a configuration quite akin to such historicity emerges. In this case, however, such a 

matrix becomes framed in quite different terms, and articulated with different starting and end 

points. Deleuze and Guattari’s own description indeed runs into many of the problems already 

noted in the discussion of Deleuze, and it thus offers a template of historicity only, finally, when 

taken against the grain of its own setting out.   

 What is Philosophy? takes for its subject matter what has just been called the tradition (or 

at least its raw material): the formation, the assemblage of philosophy as such. It views this 

ensemble, however, not as a traditio—a set of texts, works, writings, constituted by a working 

interest—but instead aims to identify it functionally, thanks to a selfsame operation deployed 

across this field, an operation, stretching from Plato to Nietzsche. In their explicit treatment of 

philosophy, accordingly, no sketch of its historicity as such will be found, since Deleuze and 

Guattari instead offer an apparently stable truth, even an essence, of philosophy. They indeed 

expressly delimit what philosophy was and will be, proffering a fixed, almost prescriptive 

portrayal, accompanied by a number of similar ones—equally unchanging templates—of the 

work of science and art, as well as, albeit more in passing, those of religion and belief.  

 This overall framework thus raises problems, not only due to its surprising ahistoricality 

and ahistoricity, but also by dint of an issue to be more fully canvassed later: that of whether the 

operation of their own discourse falls within the description of philosophy they themselves lay 

out. As glossed by Deleuze and Guattari, philosophy, remains pre-eminently non- (or self-) 

referential. Part of its absolute character redounds to its ascension to the so-called plane of 

immanence, itself absolute. As such, philosophy for them remains focused on meanings not 

truths. Yet this very stipulation as to philosophy’s function seemingly conflicts with the claims 
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Deleuze and Guattari themselves make, claims which do refer to other discourses, to art and 

science and philosophy, and apparently intend to convey truth: to say how these discourses, 

distinct from their own, actually operate.  

 For Deleuze and Guattari, after all, the primary operation of philosophy consists in the 

creation of novel concepts. Philosophy endeavors to construct concepts across a plane of 

immanence (itself each time instantiated anew), a construction accompanied by the fashioning of 

conceptual personae (immanent stances of speech and thought). Concepts, so conceived, stand 

apart from all extension, all reference; they remain “absolute” in themselves, in their positing and 

distinctive aggregation, even as any given one of them (for example, the Cogito) result from a 

heterogenesis, the condensation of a variety of other concepts (concepts being embedded in, and 

emerging from, other concepts up to infinity). Within each register—concept, plane, personae—

variations doubtless occur. Yet philosophy’s work remains identical: conceptual creation, taking 

place in an absolute space that philosophy continually gives to itself as already there (the plane of 

immanence), resulting in an inherently quasi-timeless set of products, each embodying within 

itself a virtual and infinite movement.  

 This account retains something moving, it should be noted—an affective force, especially 

coming from Deleuze in his later years, when he had devoted so much of his life to something 

like this possibility of thinking. Yet though rejecting the broadly hermeneutic framework here 

avowed, seemingly in favor of philosophy’s own more traditional claims to being an autonomous 

mode of thought, a discourse with its own object and field, this description (or program), 

ironically enough, ultimately lodges all philosophy within a still more narrow hermeneutic 

register. On their account, the aggregate of philosophical works, the equivalent of what is here 

being called a traditio, ultimately exists solely for the sake of concepts: it thus exists only for the 

sake of understanding, not truth. Philosophy as a compilation of discourses undergoes a wholly 

conceptual, not veridical evaluation, based on concepts themselves pegged to (the artificial or 

instituted) particularity of authors: their problems and personae.  
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 Deleuze and Guattari’s privilege of the concept (though nuanced by the role of the 

problem, to be discussed below) thus clearly falls in line with those choices earlier reviewed, 

especially Deleuze’s semanticism. Understood in terms of a plane of immanence, philosophy’s 

enterprise represents a variant of Deleuze’s own earlier thinking of a space of the virtual (the 

absolute past) and of the incorporeal (the Aion). Despite the permutations his approach to 

language has undergone during the twenty years since Logic (including those registered in A 

Thousand Plateaus), the semanticism of the earlier works remains, as becomes evident in the 

same two defining traits. 1) Concepts, the equivalent of senses, are privileged. They exist for their 

own sake, and are taken to stand alone. Concepts function independently of greater sentential 

units, statements, and discourse, apart from the referential and veridical concerns that may 

characterize the latter. (Deleuze and Guattari thus speak explicitly of what they call the “non-

propositional form of the concept.”
13

) 2) Statements themselves (things like “the twelve 

categories of the understanding fall into four groups”) in turn remain meaningful apart from any 

capacity to refer or to be considered true. Ultimately, the correlation between concepts and 

statements constitutes a two-way street. As evident in their examples, assertions seemingly 

introduce and even shape concepts; yet operating apart from any distinct reference, statements 

remain solely vehicles of conceptual ideation, and thus finally subordinate to the latter. 

 In What is Philosophy, it should be noted, unlike previously, Deleuze and Guattari in fact 

explicitly address construals of discourse that make the statement primary, and that either do 

without, or subordinate, meaning (to truth) and concepts (to reference). Ignoring Heidegger 

entirely, they distinguish two such referential models: what they call the functive, proper to 

science (assigned the work of constituting, constructing, finite states of affairs from out of 

independent variables), and another, the proposition proper as presented by contemporary logic. 

The latter falls prey for them to the work of representation, the repetition of already given truths, 

since only under these conditions, they maintain, can it account for the reference that it 

everywhere assumes and privileges.  
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 Holism itself, it should be noted, in part arose from problems this logic encountered, 

specifically issues having to do with reference in the “new logic” of Frege and others. Yet it did 

not completely abandon these innovations, nor, of course, return to a more classical conception of 

logic, as Deleuze and Guattari do. The route Deleuze and Guattari choose indeed involves 

distinguishing the very template of philosophical discourse (its building blocks, functioning, and 

grammar) from other modes (albeit they also privilege and affirm the scientific as creative and in 

touch with the chaosmos in the way that logic itself is not—the latter grouped here with common 

sense, doxa, and belief, which all share the failings of the proposition). This strategy of divide and 

conquer again leaves opaque, however, all points of intersection, juncture, synthesis: whether and 

how terms from one domain can migrate into another or more generally relate—the terms found 

at different or at the same time in science and in philosophy, for example (such as the atom, fire, 

or force)—as well as leaving in the dark generally the relations among sense-events and states of 

affairs, the former now the domain of philosophy, seemingly exclusively, with the latter, states of 

affairs, now the provenance of science. 

 The work of philosophy as a certain kind of creation in and of the absolute thus 

constitutes a revision or repetition of Deleuze’s prior thinking of the incorporeal and its 

privileging of sense. Accordingly, those questions concerning Deleuze’s construal of genesis 

(keyed to the distinction between static and non-static genesis in Logic of Sense), here return. 

Removed from a hermeneutic framework in which the generation of discourse, reference, and 

meaning might straightforwardly occur, this moment of “constructionism” (their word), of the 

invention or creation of new philosophical conceptualities, necessarily appears divided, 

irrevocably torn in two. Philosophy’s production, its invention of concepts, entails a quasi-

timeless space, an absolute deterritorialization (now owed to philosophy itself)
14

; in a variant of 

Deleuze’s empiricism, this space, in turn, stands alongside another field, comprising the 

conditions and circumstances from which it emerges. As analyzed by Deleuze and Guattari, the 

production of thought thus has one line, its central articulation, in the first realm, in the absolute, 
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the quasi-eternal; yet it includes another line, or vector, relating back to the surrounding 

circumstances, to the larger historical, social, and geographical setting—a theme first introduced 

through philosophy’s pedagogy and taken up again under the heading of geophilosophy.  

 This second, minor, outgrowth, though explicitly deemed external to philosophy’s 

operation, as shall become clearer, in fact answers to a demand internal to the work done by 

philosophy in its first, absolute guise. Such dependence, however, raises obstacles for their 

thought, centering around the theme of the problem. Moreover, another set of grounds motivates 

Deleuze and Guattari positing this second line. Indeed, the authors seek a jumping-off point, a 

platform in the empirical (assigned to the role played by the earth) on which to mount the 

projection of the virtual, from which to chart the ascension and construction of a space of 

incorporeality, thus fending off the charge of idealism to which the simple positing of the ideal, 

the incorporeal, or the virtual opens itself. Philosophy’s sojourn in the absolute and the infinite 

here explicitly arises from somewhere else, minimally in the sense of departing from some other 

site in order to arrive at one of its own.  

 This rejiggering, and the entire architecture that accompanies it, however, not only seems 

to presuppose that such a terminus indeed somehow exists, that the absolute and infinite even as 

endpoints remain available—but it brings back concerns about how these two sides, these two 

supposed aspects, relate. The question can immediately be broached, after all, of how these two 

facets of philosophy Deleuze and Guattari repeatedly posit—the absolute becoming of concepts, 

and the circumstances out of which that becoming emerges—ultimately stand in relation to one 

another (which is of course but another form of the question of genesis, of this production itself as 

a whole). The project of What is Philosophy explicitly aims at the description of philosophy’s 

operation on its own, as well as a description of how philosophy arises from another ground. 

What kind of analysis, however, bringing to bear what kind of linkages, can significantly connect 

philosophy—as here conceived with an explicit vocation for the infinite, the absolute—to a set of 

finite circumstances? How can this (finite) setting—beyond being posited as in some sense 
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existing, which no one doubts—have any real bearing on philosophy’s project, given that this 

endeavor for them consists in establishing an entirely different milieu, one resolutely apart from 

this or any other finite, historical configuration? And if nothing of this sort exists, if a linkage 

with substantive content is not in question, why do they continue to insist on positing such a 

linkage and making this predecessor to philosophy an issue? 

 One hinge, one focal point of this difficulty of relating philosophy’s interior to its outside, 

indeed proves to be “the problem” (representing some sort of throughline from Deleuze’s work in 

Difference up through this late moment in his thought’s trajectory). This issue is sketched, on the 

interior of the present formation, from the side of what for Deleuze and Guattari properly belongs 

to philosophy and thought. The problem, perhaps preeminently, here functions to explain the 

spacing among thinkers and their concepts: to explicate how the various conceptualizations of 

philosophy can simultaneously be maintained as infinite, absolute becomings, despite their 

manifest disagreement with one another.
15

 In order to assign to the conceptuality of philosophy as 

such an infinite and ideal valence of some stripe, Deleuze and Guattari maintain that it remains 

inappropriate to ask whether Descartes, for example, was right: whether his concepts, not to 

mention his claims, his discourse, are true. (Put in terms of truth, the multiplicity of philosophical 

responses or “systems” necessarily cancel one another out, thus placing their absoluteness in 

doubt.) Concepts as answers must instead be seen solely in terms of the specific problems to 

which they respond. Well-fashioned concepts (not true ones) remain the touchstone of 

philosophy, of the “great philosophers,” as they put it; and in such cases judging whether these 

concepts successfully hold together (with each other as well as with the projection of the plane of 

immanence and the personae specific to thinker) proceeds in terms of a problem, itself immanent 

to this specific (authorial) production.   

 Around problems, as iron filings around a magnet, the thought of a thinker coheres; 

problems thus remain internal to thinking itself. At the same time, however, even as problems 

occasion and organize an internal, absolute becoming, they indeed have a toehold, or at least 
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gesture toward, a certain outside. “New concepts must relate to our problems, to our history, and 

above all to our becomings” (WP 27), Deleuze and Guattari declare, and such avowals occur 

repeatedly throughout their work. The problem, though intrinsic to thought and its absolute 

operation, thus, for them, becomes spurred, initiated, though never articulated, on a site not 

belonging to itself, one from it which it turns away, in some fashion eventually to return. 

Philosophy, as they put it later, “wrests history from itself in order to discover becomings that do 

not belong to history, even if they fall back into it….History today still designates only the set of 

conditions, however, recent they may be, from which one turns away in order to become, that is 

to create something new.…” (WP 96). 

 Philosophy, thought, in this fashion thus “responds” to history: it lies at a tangent to it, at 

a point furnished by origination of a problem, which itself serves as the internal genetic kernel of 

each thinker’s conceptuality. The linkage intimated here proves crucial: not only because it opens 

the door to Deleuze and Guattari’s geophilosophy, which makes explicit an allied relation 

between history and philosophy; but also because this connection between inside and outside, 

despite its tenuousness, indeed stems from their own construal of the philosophical absolute: it 

emerges from a necessity internal to the work of thinking itself, as they understand it. Indeed, 

because the work of philosophy has been stipulated as the production of the new, and, in 

particular, new concepts, its inseminating outburst necessarily must proceed from a field outside 

itself (here, by default, determined as that of history). Neither belief (commonly held and already 

existing opinion, nor the same problems in and of philosophy (which would thus be shared by 

more than one philosopher), nor a truth suffering discovery and/or invention in this setting can get 

thought underway. Only history, “history itself, our problems,” representing an otherwise empty 

set, a pure flux, supplies such a motor: in effect providing a entirely pure, a wholly empty 

occasion (since becoming as such, an event of any identifiable sort in fact remains denied to the 

historical field), igniting an ultimately equally pure change. Problems must surface within 

philosophy as already endowed with a kernel of pure novelty and difference, and thus necessarily 
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refer back to some earlier history, because meaning and creation, what Deleuze and Guattari 

themselves call constructionism, remain for them the heart and soul of philosophy. The aim at 

truth, though not simply entirely abandoned (the problem indeed retains a trace of this concern) 

has nevertheless been relativized, become incorporated in and subsidiary to philosophy’s 

productions; it consists in this interplay of concepts, personae, and planes. Nothing internal to it 

remains to drive thinking. Hence, change can be sparked only from the outside; it must be pre-

given, predisposed, by some otherwise undefined alteration in the larger circumstances and 

setting (“our history”), only to immediately turn inward and sublime itself. 

 The same underlying empiricist logic earlier identified (still coupled to something like a 

transcendental, though Deleuze doubtless has ceased to invoke this term) thus here continues to 

hold sway. In a variant of Deleuze’s empiricism, philosophy’s production, its creation of 

concepts, its absolute deterritorialization, now stands alongside another field, from which it takes 

its initial impetus; yet the character of this relation embodied in the problem, standing between 

philosophy and its other, between the inside and the outside, in principle can never be identified 

or determined. Only departure qua departure can be signaled, without this circumstance in any 

other way being assigned any weight or finding itself subject to further identification. The 

problem as so situated indeed remains a pure postulate without any possibility of further 

articulation (as Deleuze and Guattari must explicitly avow, lest their entire project teeter over into 

historicism), and once again, accordingly, a moment of empty genesis comes to the fore, a 

moment of genesis posited, but in principle unavailable and inexplicable.   

 A parallel void, moreover, makes itself felt on the other side of the ledger, at the moment 

when Deleuze and Guattari wish to tether the emergence of philosophy in some tighter fashion to 

its surrounding circumstances. For these authors, having equivocally cordoned off this space of 

philosophy’s operation, now, in a second phase, apparently withdraw some distance from this 

position: they assert that an explicit linkage, an identifiable, registerable correlation exists 



 26 

between the circumstances, the history surrounding philosophy and its own advent (those 

moments when philosophy accedes to what they call the plane of immanence).  

 In question, to be clear, remains not a correlation between this or that thinker and her or 

his circumstances (an identification they indeed reject in the case of the problem). They affirm 

instead a connection between such circumstances and, in effect, the advent of philosophy itself, 

the plane of immanence as such (the absolute of the philosophical absolute, so to speak)—the 

putatively single or same space which all (great) philosophers access.
16

 This plane poses 

problems pertaining to its own individuation and criteria of identity similar to those set out 

above—since Deleuze and Guattari introduce it as an underlying presupposition of every 

philosophy, of which none are aware, though they later credit it as being found in the explicit 

projections internal to each philosophy, thus leaving unexplained the moment when it comes into 

being as such. In any event, such a plane in fact facilitates, in effect, founds, the concept and its 

production. According to them, the plane as an already-there implicitly underlies the initial 

projection of every philosophical absolute, thus permitting the concept to find its so-called 

infinite intensiveness correlative to the infinite or absolute surface provided by the plane. The 

plane is thus the space that thinking gives to itself in which to think; it designates an auto-

representation of that absolute medium out of which or on which these absolute products, 

philosophy’s concepts, arise.  

 Not in respect to a given philosophy, then (not between Descartes, for example, and his 

particular circumstances), but as pertaining to the advent of philosophy, of the dimensionality of 

the plane, Deleuze and Guattari insist on a significant correlation between historical, cultural, and 

even geographical circumstances and thought. Moreover, while comprising the space of an 

absolute infinite deterretorialization, and thus reprising the virtuality and incorporeality of 

Deleuze’s earlier thought, the plane indeed attempts to account otherwise for such spaces. 

Piggybacking on themes from both volumes of Capitalism and Schizophrenia, the plane installs 

the virtual not primarily as a site, but as a movement (of de- and re- territorialization)—thus, as 
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noted, avoiding the positing of it simply as an in itself. This emphasis on the plane, and thus on 

the absolute and the incorporeal, as resulting from a movement is what opens the door to 

philosophy in some fashion being situated in a greater historical context.
17

 

  Despite all the intriguing complexity of this attempt, it results in a replay of all 

the problems with the constituted and constituting exposed earlier, now, as it were, in the register 

of positivity. In his earlier writings, that is, Deleuze faces the challenge of distinguishing between 

these two sites, of keeping distinct what he himself designates as the constituting and constituted 

(and of explaining the effects of the former on the latter on the basis of this difference). Now, 

however, no longer simply positing a sphere of the incorporeal as such, and instead affirming 

such explicit preconditions for the realm of the ideal, he and Guattari—in effect confronting the 

same problem the other way around— must now motivate the identity or tighter relation between 

the two: they must indeed explain how thought can remain thought as they themselves 

characterize it—infinite becoming, absolutely deterritorialized—while at the same time being 

referred back to a specific, finite territory or region.  

 So doing, they find themselves caught in snares familiar from more standard philosophies 

of history, though aiming precisely to avoid these. Despite their avowed differences with this 

endeavor, they share its underlying formal requirements. As does the more standard treatment, 

they, too, end up viewing the empirical in terms of a lens established by putatively unique 

spiritual and absolute predicates (the plane of immanence and all that its advent brings), a result 

attendant upon situating the plane within such a context.  

 Given the lack of any content to the connection between philosophy and the history out 

of which it arises, as was set out above (see p. 30), the attempt to view philosophy’s advent in 

terms of a larger historical setting thus ends up having almost the reverse effect than they intend: 

it renders that setting in terms of philosophy, it characterizes it in hierarchical terms ultimately 

established by the mere existence of philosophy itself. Their own correlation of the ideal and a 

real sphere thus joins up with the greatest excesses of the standard philosophy of history, which 
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proposed its own version of this combination, and, as with its precursor, is once more marked by 

Eurocentrism and European exceptionalism.  

 Again, Deleuze and Guattari, to be clear, at this moment explicitly resist this strain of 

thinking; they mount a largely persuasive polemic against Hegel and Heidegger on related 

grounds. For these latter two thinkers, according to them, philosophy knows a single unique 

origin (Greece), and a) the practice of philosophy and b) the unfolding of its history, simply 

remain one, with no underlying distinction dividing that practice and history as such. In place of 

such a single unique origin, Deleuze and Guattari instead posit a series of structural congruences 

and enabling conditions able to be repeated under different times and circumstances. Essentially, 

they proffer a set of indices rather than an actual origin, such that, for them, philosophy emerges 

at least twice: in classical Greece and again in sixteenth-century Europe.  

 Nevertheless, the schema they invoke are recognizable from the discourse they 

criticize—not in their descriptions of philosophy itself, but in their account of history’s link to 

philosophy. For, one thing, despite this repetition of advents, Greece indeed remains the first 

actually to furnish the three relative deterritorializations that, according to them, always 

accompany philosophy, functioning everywhere as preconditions for its coming to light. They 

explicitly privilege a difference between the geographical, political, and social structures of the 

Greek city-states in comparison with those of empire proper (a contrast first drawn by the Greeks 

themselves, it should be noted). On the commercial level, first, Greece forges a market among 

city-states based on sea trade, an arrangement marking a moment of immanence, as the bonds of 

this coalition do not become imposed from elsewhere, and which, in addition, self-evidently 

represents a “deterritorialization,” given the role played by the sea. (In all these cases at issue are 

“relative” deterritorializations, “physical, psychological, or social,” which pass through “history,” 

motivating the establishment of the plane of immanence by philosophy, which they again deem 

“absolute,” an “absolute deterritorialization” [WP 88]). Second, the Greeks within each city 

formed rival bands and troops, and organized intramural competitions; and, thirdly, as some were 
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democracies, especially Athens, they allowed for the free flow of opinion. From this results, 

according to Deleuze and Guattari, the triumvirate: the “three Greek features: immanence, 

friendship, and opinion” (WP 88). 

 Relative deterritorializations all, these three set the stage for the absolute one that is 

philosophy. And when philosophy recurs, again in Europe, albeit configured differently, 

“immanence, friendship, and opinion” again remain at work. This entire correlation, purportedly 

in the spirit of Braudel, thus gathers within it a complex set of reference points, which raises as 

many questions as it answers, however. If there is some relation between these circumstances and 

philosophy, in what does this relation consist? Is this a merely empirical, indeed statistical 

correlation, a simple fact, on the same order as the fact that the last three presidents of the US 

have all been left-handed? An absolute territorialization, however, they claim “always” finds 

itself poised upon these relative ones: “there is always a way in which absolute deterritorialization 

takes over from a relative deterritorialization in a given field” (WP 88), an assertion that goes 

beyond such a restricted empirical finding. What species of necessity lies behind this “always,” 

then? Are immanence, friendship, and competition, causes or at least necessary (if not sufficient) 

conditions? Yet what kind of causality could possibly be at work here; what kind of conditions 

could pre-establish this space given its own absoluteness? After all, once discovered in whatever 

fashion, does not this possibility remain open to anyone in any society and culture—or, if such a 

sweeping gesture remains problematic, certainly in a far greater range of cultures and societies 

than Deleuze and Guattari are willing to admit? 

 Accordingly, as we just saw was true in the case of the problem, here, almost by 

definition, nothing more can be said about how these conditions operate. In this instance, 

however, barring the ability to make precise this relation, Deleuze and Guattari are able to fashion 

a positive result. What their commitment to correlating philosophy and its history yields turns out 

to be what always results at such junctures: a larger diagram, a typology, of cultures and societies, 

unconvincing in itself, that also retains a barely concealed, though in their case clearly 
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unintended, hierarchy. Unable to show how these factors might actually operate to motivate 

thought of the absolute, a panorama, a table of these factors (and other possible ones) is instead 

proffered: supposedly distinct types, species, or styles of thought are offered keyed to various 

societies, cultures, and geographies.
18

 The gap left between the relative and the absolute must 

indeed be filled somehow; and their treatment, while aiming to avoid this outcome, ultimately 

coincides with already existing philosophy of history, in particular that of Hegel.  

 Deleuze and Guattari’s relation to Heidegger at this juncture remains more complex, as 

they in fact face a problem symmetrically opposite to that confronted by Heidegger under these 

circumstances. Having conceived quite powerfully an internal historicity of thought, Heidegger 

believed such historicity necessarily invested those epochs across which this traditio unfolded 

with meaning, truth, or their absence. Deleuze and Guattari, rather than maintaining an overflow 

of such historicity into history, in their geophilosophy instead affirm the opposite: an influx from 

history to the traditio as such. They encounter, however, substantially the same problem of the 

necessarily enigmatic relation maintained between the two and finally end up transforming their 

own attempt into a version of Heidegger’s, making philosophy the measure, not the measured. 

 As a result, nuancing the notion of a Greek, or European “origin,” or “origins” or of  

philosophy in the way just set out (WP 93), they indeed explicitly deny all possibility of this 

practice (as well as of history) to India and China, just as Hegel famously did. Despite the quite 

ancient and longstanding traditions of thought found on these sites, according to Deleuze and 

Guattari, too, these civilizations know only sages, whose thinking remains essentially figural and 

transcendent. A figurative representative of wisdom and an index of actual transcendence, the 

sage as such forecloses the plane of immanence and philosophy’s proper establishment (WP 93). 

This depreciation of the figural, its status as an index of the non-philosophical, and a 

concommitant Eurocentrism indeed remain identical to its determination by Hegel himself. For 

Hegel, too, the figural notoriously serves as the mark of supposedly non-philosophical culture, 

notably that of Egypt, as well as of non-philosophy, religion, generally, including the one that 
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prefigures his own philosophy (the Christian religion, to which Hegel doubtless awards greater 

dignity than other alternatives). To be sure, Deleuze and Guattari also deny philosophy to wide 

swaths of the European tradition, on virtually the same grounds: a figural transcendence 

supervenes to obscure the plane of immanence, owing to the enclosure of thought by theology. 

Yet this does not alter the questionability of their stance in itself, nor its almost exact mirroring of 

Hegel’s. 

 Moreover, in their geophilosophy, the two repeat in other ways the organizing tropes of 

the most standard philosophy of history. Not only in respect to non-European societies and 

formations (India, China, religion), but with regard to philosophy as such, they invoke 

historiographical postures dating back to the early nineteenth century. Philosophy itself, as a 

practice, they claim, indeed breaks down along lines of national characteristics or styles. “The 

history of philosophy,” they declare, “is marked by national characteristics or rather by 

nationalitaires” (WP 105). They speak of national philosophies, or philosophical styles—

German, French, Anglo; and they even attempt to account (deductively?) for why Spain or Italy 

never arrived at such identitarian traditions.  

 Of these lines, which might have been written by Herder, must it be said that they 

constitute an embarrassment at this late date? After all, is not the thought of many who write in 

French today at least half “German” (Nietzschean and Heideggerean), in German similarly 

Anglo-American (pragmatist, analytic), and Anglo-American at least partially French? And if one 

wants to emphasize style alone, can that of a Ricouer be readily distinguished from that of 

Gadamer, or his from Apel’s or Charles Taylor’s?  

 Yet the key point is this: such oddities occur as a necessary, not accidental consequence 

of Deleuze and Guattari’s attempt to tether a philosophy conceived as absolute back to a finite 

milieu. These unfortunate generalizations, Deleuze and Guattari’s fall back into philosophy of 

history, indicate the insurmountability of the genetic problem identified at every phase of the 

present discussion. Needing to maintain two distinct sites (absolute and relative, thought and 



 32 

history) that also bear some relation to one another, they affirm in their geophilosophy, as in their 

treatment of the problem discussed earlier, a relation ultimately consisting in no relation, a 

linkage that without significant content at all. Once truth ceases to operate as an aim across this 

traditio, the internal operation of philosophy demands a source outside itself. The impetus for 

philosophy must arise from elsewhere than philosophy, a gesture here met by the renewed 

coordination of history and philosophy, now taken up by geophilosophy. The problem articulates 

itself within philosophy; geophilosophy does the same within history. But each contains a linkage 

that communicates with its other, thus fashioning a subterranean and unsustainable whole that 

points back to the larger problem of genesis, to the inability of their (self-) production of 

philosophy to establish at any moment the genesis (here of the plane of immanence) that they 

repeatedly and explicitly invoke.  

 Given the breakdown of both sides of this schema of philosophy as constructionism, as 

they have put it—insofar as neither the problem’s reference back to an external becoming, nor a 

relative deterritorialization’s motivation of an absolute deterritorialization can be affirmed—the 

value, the transvaluation at work on each of these sides, indeed inserted at the base of their 

treatment of philosophy in its entirety, must be explicitly confronted as well. Whatever other 

consequences it may bring, and despite the enormous differences between Deleuze and Guattari 

and other thinkers of this recent epoch, they indeed join with a wider swath of postphilosophy—

French (Derrida), Italian (Vattimo) and Anglo-American (Rorty)—as well as with Nietzsche, in 

that they demote, de- and trans-value, truth as a working goal, as the central aim of thought. In the 

work under discussion dedicated to philosophy’s description, Deleuze and Guattari state this 

outright. They claim philosophy “…is not inspired by truth…it is categories like Interesting, 

Remarkable, or Important that determine [its] success or failure” (WP 82).  

 Yet in their case—and by extension these others (though that would of course entail a 

longer discussion)—the structural problems encountered here demonstrate that this swerve 

toward non-veridical values in fact forecloses rather than promotes the very outcomes, the actual 
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genesis at which they aim, and that they and so many others privilege; rather than renew 

philosophy, thought, or theory, it threatens to make them illegible and impossible. Not only does 

their emphasis on concepts alone, their semanticism, attest to this evacuation of truth, but the 

linkage to history this necessitates, spawning their tumble into an antiquated philosophy of 

history, does so as well.  Abandoning or demoting truth as a value deprives philosophy of an 

instigating aim specific to itself, a void in purpose that history of necessity comes to fill. Indeed, 

Deleuze and Guattari’s flirtation with history—both as inseminating pure flux of the problem and 

as structural geophilosopy—at base emerges from this detaching of philosophy from its linkage to 

truth, and owing to this, they remain unable to fashion an effective template for the becoming or 

genesis of thought that they themselves embrace. 

 Deleuze and Guattari’s own example, moreover—Deleuze’s as an interpreter of 

philosophy, as well as their own practice of it together—itself belies the claim to have gone 

beyond or around truth. Deleuze’s own encounters with previous philosophers attest to the cuts, 

the incisions and decisions, that only a concern for truth can make; it remains no accident that his 

largely anodyne treatment of other thinkers in What is Philosophy? (for example, instancing 

positively, for once, Descartes), is written near the end of his career, when these decisions are 

already in place. So, too, when confronted with a view of philosophy alternative to their own—

namely, that of Plato—they immediately insist on their own truth, assigning their position 

operativity and veridicality in an instance where it is explicitly opposed. “Plato,” who himself 

sees philosophy aiming at truth, they tell us, in fact “teaches the opposite of what he does.” He 

“creates concepts but needs to set them up as representing the uncreated that precedes them” (WP 

5). Deleuze and Guattari at this moment thus insist on their truth of philosophy; nothing could be 

more wedded to concepts representing the uncreated, indeed the true, than their gesture at this 

moment. They make of the Platonic practice an “uncreated,” an “already-there,” an in-itself (in 

this case, the in-itself happening to be one of invention and creation of the sort that all philosophy 

must be), in accord with the template of philosophy they uphold, the one they deem true, even as 
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they pit themselves against Plato on just these same terms: on the grounds of affirming creativity, 

not truth. Nevertheless, this second-order insistence frames such creativity in terms not of itself, 

but of that truth they purportedly denounce. 

 The broader point thus holds: no new creation of the type that Deleuze and Guattari 

themselves prize can take place under these circumstances, for the sake of merely producing 

something interesting or remarkable or putatively important (however much these may remain the 

by-products of such production).  All philosophy of a certain level of accomplishment, as well as 

much other thought, obviously partakes of these predicates. Yet these alone do not permit 

distinctions to be drawn among truly significant positions, or allow for any decisions made on 

their basis, and thus for new thinking or discourse to arise. To date at least (perhaps since the 

writings of the great Greek tragedians), within this traditio, only truth can play this role.  

 The impasse in respect to genesis in which their own construal of philosophy results, the 

self-contradictions into which they fall thus make evident the need for an alternative to their own 

approach and to that of much postphilosophy, yet one able to take into account the concerns 

animating this rejection. Truth, doubtless, remains a vexed value. The hesitation, the uncertainty 

as to whether it remains attainable for thought, and thus whether it can continue to supply a 

suitable working rubric for philosophy today seems unavoidable, insofar as in philosophy a truth 

keyed to a reason, now itself questionable, has always been in play.  

 More than one response to this circumstance exists, however. Such doubt, indeed, may 

come in the front door or the back; it may be built in at the beginning or added on at the end. 

Thus here, by starting from an explicitly hermeneutic framework, the uncertain status of this 

enterprise is registered from the first even as attention is subsequently turned elsewhere. 

Conversely, these concerns can indeed come in at the end, with the claim to truth ultimately taken 

back, disavowed, after (or even while) being employed, as in the work of Deleuze and Guattari, 

Derrida, Rorty, and the bulk of postphilosophy.
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 Yet the strategies and systems upon which many of these thinkers rely ultimately appear 

non-viable. This non-viability the preceding has attempted to show in Deleuze and Guattari’s 

case, but it also serves as a premise for the entire “postphilosophical” or theoretical turn—since, 

after all, if these stances in some fashion remain workable, if transcendental arguments, for 

example, can really succeed, why postphilosophy at all, why not just more better philosophy? 

Thus the alternative here proposed: to abandon this enterprise in its present form in favor of a 

loose hermeneutic register—at once tenuous and exploratory, empiricist and interrogative, but 

also including and avowing an aim at what exceeds it: an intention, a value—the true—that points 

beyond all mere understanding (of concepts), as well as mere treatments (even deconstructive 

treatments) of texts, avoids all standard accounts of reason, while affirming historicity, and 

simultaneously avoiding all philosophy of history and historicism. Historicity, as here 

understood, self-consciously begins from an explicitly hermeneutic dimension (and thus from 

something itself like history, contingency, wandering); yet it departs from all quasi-systematic 

undertakings (of a transcendental or Leibnizian sort—deconstructed, fragmented, or otherwise), 

as well as from every philosophy of history, every endeavor of a Hegelian or a Heideggerean 

type, by dint of this unique opening—tenuous, fragile, and doubtless still largely opaque—made 

by the aim at truth. 

 Today, indeed, such a matrix becomes demanded, no matter how haltingly, in the stead of 

seemingly ever more elaborate yet still impossible philosophical or quasiphilosophical “systems” 

(not only Deleuze and Guattari’s, but Derrida’s, Badiou’s and a host of others) that threaten to 

parade endlessly before us. Accordingly, such a hermeneutic may here be brought to conclusion 

by turning to that moment in Deleuze and Guattari’s own text when such historicity comes 

forward, when these authors within the parameters of their own enterprise come close to 

depicting such a formation, albeit their axial presuppositions (about a structural history and a 

quasi-timeless becoming) prove in need of contestation for this framework to appear with all its 

force.  
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 Even as they wish to elevate philosophy to an absolute plane, Deleuze and Guattari 

sketch a powerful account of its functioning cued to a different register, that of its historicity. This 

mapping occurs wholly within the region of philosophy, as they designate it, without regard for 

the putative vector toward a greater or supposedly more encompassing history. It comes into view 

within their account of the operation of what they call the plane of immanence, specifically with 

regard to their further description of the relation between the various planes invoked by multiple 

authorial personae that in some fashion refer back to it. Historicity is thus encountered within 

their own construction on a middle ground—at once between that unique plane of immanence and 

the totalities of empirical history, while being wholly identifiable with neither the one nor the 

other. 

 To each of these individual planes a first becoming already pertains: a becoming of 

concepts as such. Deleuze and Guattari in addition, however, postulate that a becoming also 

exists across and amidst these planes themselves, one internal to the succession of these 

philosophical theatres or stagings. To such becoming, Deleuze and Guattari, further, assign a time 

of its own, different from that of worldly history—a “stratigraphic time,” as they call it. The 

relation among planes, they thus stipulate, entails “a stratigraphic time where ‘before’ and ‘after’ 

indicate only an order of superimpositions” (WP 58). A becoming of philosophy in aggregate, a 

time internal to this traditio, is posited by Deleuze and Guattari: a time at once distinct from the 

absoluteness they impute to concepts as well as from the greater historical totalities upon which 

their geophilosophy reckons. And as so described, this singular becoming highlights two features 

definitive of historicity, of the historicity of philosophy or any traditio.  

 On the one hand, as they specify, historicity does indeed imply some sort of temporality, 

a time specific to itself. A kind of sequencing or succession necessarily inheres in this formation, 

without which it would be meaningless to designate it temporally, to refer to it as any sort of 

history. Historicity’s own constitution must indeed include “a before and an after.” At the same 

time, on the other hand, even as this landscape owes to the past factors determining of its features, 
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these relations do not come into view and themselves take shape apart from a perspective, a 

concommitant activation or becoming, situated within them. Hence, though Deleuze and Guattari 

insist that this formation contains a pregiven temporal order, that “a stratum of immanence 

necessarily will be above or below in relation to another, and an image of thought cannot arise in 

any order whatever ” (WP 58), they indeed go on to affirm the possibility of this order’s repeated 

reshuffling: “very old strata can rise to the surface again, can cut a path through the formations 

that covered them and surface directly to the current stratum” (WP 59). In sum, while a sequence 

of before and after, of some kind of fixed time (Kant, for example, coming after Descartes) 

remains at work organizing such historicity, the paths that thought traverses through this 

sequence, the shortcuts or recursions it allows, simultaneously make possible a different shaping 

(Kant after Descartes, yet, as in Heidegger, both “before,” as not yet having arrived at, 

Aristotle)—a reconfiguration indeed attuned to the “current stratum” and its demands. 

 Having recognized the powerful figure Deleuze and Guattari offer of the traditio as such, 

however, the limits of their own description also emerge. Because, owing to their aim of finally 

returning this stratigraphy to a single plane of immanence, Deleuze and Guattari ultimately wish 

to cordon off this surface as invariant over (or under, or across) its instantiations, they ultimately 

view this entire construction in pacified, sedentary terms, through an optics of a peaceful 

coexistence. Declaring “philosophy is becoming [in their absolute sense], not history,” they thus 

continue: “it is the coexistence of planes, not the succession of systems” (WP 59). 

 Leaving aside the matter of systems (which are not in question here in any case), their 

sketch at this moment freezes, in something proximate to eternity (they have just spoken of an 

“infinite becoming of philosophy”), what in truth remains a far more contestatory and unstable 

terrain. It captates the volatility and openendness of any tradition, certainly this one, in favor of 

the stability of the synopsis, of the gaze, turning time with its terrible successiveness into a 

frozen, captive, pacified space. Historicity, while permitting, indeed being comprised by such 

shifting back and forth references that their stratigraphy lays bear, must also remain “successive.” 
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The temporal marker that they themselves invoke, the “current” (itself coordinating the other two, 

“before” and “after,” even at it becomes coordinated by them), remains inconceivable apart from 

genuine succession, a succession that makes it impossible to view this space as merely coexistent 

and completely simultaneous. Indeed, as so conceived, as pure landscape, as sheer stratigraphy, 

this terrain in fact becomes described from a point necessarily not on it, but one above or beyond 

any and all of its surfaces. Accordingly, the “current” remains without situation and become 

unutterable, inexpressible, stripped of all content or indexical power, in a field of forces reduced 

to simple spectacle. This is the final and here most significant consequence of Deleuze and 

Guattari’s turn toward the concept and away from truth. For, as sketched at the outset of this 

section, only thanks to taking its cue from elsewhere, in a time itself on the move, finally thanks 

to a truth that announces itself as of a different order altogether from the temporal can any 

traditio assemble itself as such. This intrusion alone permits some provisional stabilization, the 

disclosure of a “before” and “after” in some sense also already there even as it prevents the final 

taking hold of any such configuration, its reduction to a sheer panorama, contesting and undoing 

any coming to rest (of the type performed by the panoptic stratigraphy proposed by Deleuze and 

Guattari). What impels tradition’s organization, simultaneously breaks it up and breaks into it, in 

the sense of forbidding its ultimately peaceful coexistence, threatening these layers themselves 

and indeed the traditio as a whole with an ultimate dispersion and disappearance, is a disruption 

and organization owed to the alterity of truth, to its repeated entry (or at least the attempt of such) 

from an indeterminable outside.  

 Taking the space of philosophy as established (albeit as a terminus), taking it indeed as a 

space, a landscape (absolute and absolutely self-immanent), Deleuze and Guattari thus foreclose 

this possibility: they bring radical becoming itself to a halt, in a gesture that indeed communicates 

with the subterranean impulse that has here proved, perhaps surprisingly, to inform the rest of 

their work (above all, Deleuze’s still powerful philosophical innovations in his early work 

discussed above). In Deleuze’s own work, as well as in What is Philosophy?, philosophy at first 
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glance would indeed appear to be saved, the vocation of thought preserved, rediscovered and 

revitalized as a practice, by the elaborate philosophical architecture Deleuze deploys, itself 

explicitly in the service of a value other than truth; yet this attempt finally freezes thought, 

deprives it of the ability to genuinely become, while returning it back to that history from which it 

is claimed it has already escaped. The insertion into history and the fall into historicism that we 

have seen in fact result precisely from philosophy’s having been removed from history, from its 

hermeneutic context, and preserved for an infinite becoming—yielding in both cases, in respect 

both to history and to philosophy, one and the same result: a formal space devoid of genesis 

(either a fixed operation of philosophy, of the event, of the virtual and of the ideal, or a fixed 

history, a prehistory, in the later work itself organized by the supposed singularity of philosophy’s 

practice). Conversely, in their stratigraphy, at the moment they explicitly attempt not to be 

historical they indeed become such, and even this sketch, itself a threshold one, becomes 

foreshortened, foreclosed, restabilized and domesticated, owing to this transvaluation of truth 

which they and most postphilosophy embraces.  

 We conclude: the chance at becoming, of the genesis so many prize, today remains the 

chance at truth, the opening onto this other, bringing a violent, radical, organizing and dispersing 

interruption. A single, self-dividing event at once gives leeway to both philosophy and to thought, 

to postphilosophy, theory, and its history.  

Joshua Kates 

Durham, North Carolina 
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the absence of considerations pertaining to its truth. “The round circle is square,” or “Ophelia lived to fight 

another day” can be understood independently of whether or not they are true, without considerations 

pertaining to their referents, since this style of evaluation, it is believed, alone makes clear that what the 

sentence describes could never be true or find anything to which to refer. In an analytic context, such a 

moment of wholly independent comprehension is denied, along with wholly independent sentences, in part 
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meanings. 
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appear somewhat dependent on it in the first book of his Ideas. Even there, however, the transcendental 

reduction remains radically distinct from the phenomenological in a way that I believe Hughes does not 

take sufficiently into account. Specifically, the phenomenological reduction leaves intact consciousness as 

such, as itself a worldly (empirical) being, while the transcendental alone removes this last trace of already 

constituted being, distancing the Husserlian subject from the factical human subject in a way that remains 

impossible in Kant. 
4
 Deleuze offers this analysis in Logic of Sense (hereafter LS) 96-99, pages crucial for his specification of 

his own understanding of sense. On the basis of Husserl’s appeal to protodoxa, Deleuze will indeed brand 

the phenomenologist as upholding “an originary faculty of common sense, responsible for accounting for 

the identity of an object in general, and… a faculty of common sense, responsible for accounting for the 

process of the identification of every object in general ad infinitum,” drawing on notions of common and 

good sense Deleuze had already put forth in Difference and Repetition (LS 97, his emphasis). 
5
 Husserl now famously first discusses the noema and the noematic nucleus in Ideas I, and to some of these 

sections Deleuze refers (Ideas Pertaining to a Pure Phenomenology and to a Phenomenological 

Philosophy: First Book: General Introduction to a Pure Phenomenology [Boston: Kluwer, 1983]: 240ff ). 

Husserl again discusses the nucleus in an important appendix in his Formal and Transcendental Logic. 
6
 Protodoxa is also a notion first found in Ideas I, specifically sections 101 and 102 (pp 247-51). 

7
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8
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9
 Martin Heidegger, Being and Time; trans. John Macquarrie and Edward Robinson (New York: Harper, 
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 Deleuze introduces his notion of sense on the basis of what calls “the proposition” in the Third Series of 

Logic of Sense (LS 12ff). 
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 This way of looking at language originates with the founder of analytic philosophy, Gottlob Frege, with 

whose work Heidegger was familiar. Michael Dummett offers the strong interpretation of Frege, which 

sees him as anticipating or inaugurating a number of revolutions in later analytic philosophy of language, 

against which others in analytic philosophy subsequently pushed back. Richard Rorty’s work, and the very 

different work of Robert Brandom (who studied with Rorty), represent two particularly interesting 

developments of this starting point. In chapter four of my Fielding Derrida, “Literary Theory’s Languages: 

The Deconstruction of Sense vs. The Deconstruction of Reference,” I lay out the differences between this 

approach and the more familiar one in literary studies that emerges from structuralism, in a fashion 

accessible to literary scholars and in the context of debates in the field (New York: Fordham University 

Press, 2008): 75-105. 
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 Being and Time 209 (German 165-66). 
13

 They affirm “the nonpropositional form of the concept in which communication, exchange, consensus, 

and opinion vanish entirely” What is Philosophy? (hereafter WP) (99).  
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 One says “quasi-timeless,” as the eternal character of this field at points becomes denied, though its 

function, with some exceptions, remains similar to Deleuze’s earlier more forthright avowals of a timeless 

or eternal temporal field. To have made it the outcome of a process (namely, deterrorialization) doubtless 

remains a major innovation, a significant difference from Deleuze’s earlier stance; nevertheless, the claim 

to an absolute deterritorialization, as assuming such an endpoint could be arrived at, seems to presuppose 

rather than account for the kind of ideality explicitly foregrounded in Deleuze’s early writings. 
15

 Thus they write: “In general, if earlier concepts were able to prepare a concept but not constitute it, it is 

because their problem was still trapped within other problems. And concepts can only be replaced by others 

if there are new problems another plane…” (WP 27). 
16

 To be sure, even at this point they register some hesitation. The correlation they have in mind, they insist, 

occurs between  “relative” deterritorializations, on the one hand: “physical, psychological, or social,” 

which pass through “history,” and, on the other, the establishment of the plane of immanence by 

philosophy itself, which they indeed deem “absolute,” an “absolute deterritorialization” (WP 88). 
17
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already there, and of course no actual philosophy prior to Deleuze ad Guattari’s own has thematized it, or 

would assent to their descriptions of it. 
18
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Annales historian, Ferdinand Braudel. His construction, a sort of multileveled structuralist history has been 

called into question, however, owing to its linkage to standard philosophy of history, in Michel de 

Certeau’s treatment in The Writing of History (New York: Columbia UP, 1993) and perhaps above all, in 

Jacques Ranciere’s beautiful genealogy of just this approach to history in his Names Of History: On the 

Poetics of Knowledge (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1994). 
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 Rorty has repeatedly quoted J. L. Austin, as somewhere having said: “there’s the part where you say it, 

and the part where you take it back.” 


