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Abstract

This thesis has the following aims. First, to show that Deleuze can be situated
clearly within the post-Kantian tradition. This 1s achieved through an analysis of the
relations between Kant’s transcendental i1dealism and Deleuze’s transcendental
empiricism. Second, to explore the criticisms of representational theories of difference
which can be found 1n the work of Deleuze and Hegel. Representational theories are best
understood as theories which rely on a logic which i1s governed by relations between
entities which pre-exist those relations. Deleuze argues that these logics presuppose the
formal equivalent of a homogeneous space within which these relations can be construed.
Hegel similarly understands representation as the utilisation of finite categories which
rely on the fixity of the subject of predication. The third aim 1s to provide a rigorous
explication of some of the key themes of Deleuzian ontology, particularly in relation to
the problem of representation. This will involve looking at the logic of multiplicities,
which attempts to provide a theory of difference that 1s non-oppositional. This logic will
be clarified through a discussion of Deleuze’s use of modern geometry, and his analysis
of the foundations of the calculus. The fourth aim will be to contrast Deleuze’s solution
with that of Hegel, particularly with respect to their relationships to Kant and the
calculus. This is achieved through the Deleuzian distinction between finite and infimite
representation, the latter in Deleuze’s view characterising the Hegelian attempt to bring
the idea of transition into representation itself. Finally, having shown where Deleuze and
Hegel differ in their respective projects, the thesis will explore whether either of these
philosophies has the resources to provide a refutation of the other with reference to the

dialectic of force and the understanding in the Phenomenology of Spirit, and the problem

of the one and the many.



List of Abbreviations

In citing works in the notes and text, short titles have generally been used. Works

frequently cited, or works by Deleuze or Hegel, have been identified by the following
abbreviations:

Works by Deleuze
B Deleuze, Gilles. Bergsonism. (New York: London : Zone, 1988).
BCD Deleuze, Gilles. “Bergson’s Conception of Difference,” in Deleuze,

Gilles, Desert Islands and Other Texts 1953-1974. Edited by David

Lapoujade and translated by Daniel W. Smith. (Los Angeles, Calif.:
Semiotext(e), 2004).

DR Deleuze, Gilles. Difference and Repetition. Translated by Paul Patton.
(New York: Columbia University Press, 1994).

LS Deleuze, Gilles. The Logic of Sense. Translated by Constantin V.
Boundas. (London: Continuum, 2001).

N Deleuze, Gilles. Negotiations, 1972-1990. Translated by Martin Joughin.
(New York ; Chichester: Columbia University Press, 1995).

NP Deleuze, Gilles. Nietzsche and Philosophy. Translated by Hugh
Tomlinson. (London: Athlone Press, 1983).

Pr§ Deleuze, Gilles. Proust and Signs. Translated by R. Howard. (London:
Athlone, 2000).

S Deleuze, Gilles. “Review of Simondon (1966).” in Pli — The Warwick

Journal of Philosophy, 12:43-49. Translated by Ivan Ramirez.

SPP Deleuze, Gilles. Spinoza, Practical Philosophy. Translated by R. Hurley.
(San Francisco: City Lights Books, 1988).

WP Deleuze, Gilles and Felix Guattari. What Is Philosophy? Translated by
Graham Birchill and Hugh Tomlinson. (London: Verso, 1994).

Works by Hegel

EL Hegel, Georg Wilhelm Friedrich. The Encyclopaedia Logic, with the
Zusdtze. Translated by Theodore F. Geraets, Wallis Arthur Suchting, and
Henry Silton Harris. (Indianapolis: Hackett, 1991).

FK Hegel, Georg Wilhelm Friedrich. Faith & Knowledge. Translated by
Walter Cerf and H. S. Harris. (Albany: State University of New York
Press, 1977).



JL

LHP

PS

RSP

SL

Hegel, Georg Wilhelm Friedrich. The Jena System, 1804-5 - Logic and

A/[‘etaphysz'cs_'. Iranslated by H. S. Harris, John W. Burbidge, and George
D1 Giovanni. (Kingston: McGill-Queen's University Press, 1986).

Hegel, Georg Wilhelm Friedrich. Lectures on the History of Philosophy.
3 vols. Translated by Elizabeth Sanderson Haldane and Frances H.

Simson. (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press, 1995), cited by volume
then page.

Hegel, Georg Wilhelm Friedrich. Phenomenology of Spirit, Translated by
J. N. Findlay and Amold V. Miller. (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1977).

Hegel, Georg Wilhelm Friedrich. “On the Relation of Skepticism to
Philosophy,” in Di Giovanni, George, and H. S. Harris. Between Kant

and Hegel : Texts in the Development of Post-Kantian Idealism.
(Indianapolis: Hackett Pub. Co., 2000).

Hegel, Georg Wilhelm Friedrich. Hegel's Science of Logic. Translated by

Amold V. Miller. (Atlantic Highlands, NJ: Humanities Press
International, 1989)

Other Frequently Cited Works

CE

CM

CPR

EM

INY

L

Bergson, Henri. Creative Evolution. Translated by Arthur Miller.
(Mineola, N.Y.: Dover Publications, 1998)

Bergson, Henr1. The Creative Mind : An Introduction to Metaphysics.
Translated by M. L. Andison. (New York: Wisdom Library, 1946)

Kant, Immanuel. Critique of Pure Reason. Translated by Norman Kemp
Smith. (London: New York : Macmillan ; St. Martin's Press, 1929)

Merleau-Ponty, Maurice, “Eye and Mind,” in The Primacy of Perception.
Edited by James M. Edie. (Evanston, Ill: Northwestern University Press,
1964)

Porphyry. Isagoge. Translated by Edward W. Warren. (Toronto:
Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 1975)

Aristotle. “Metaphysics,” in The Complete Works of Aristotle. Edited by
Jonathan Barnes and translated by W. D. Ross. (USA: Princeton
University Press, 1984)

Sartre, Jean-Paul. The Transcendence of the Ego : An Existentialist
Theory of Consciousness. Translated by Forrest Williams. (New York:

Noonday Press, 1972)

All references to Aristotle are to The Complete Works of Aristotle, edited by Jonathan
Barnes and translated by J. L. Ackrnill, (USA: Princeton University Press, 1984), unless

otherwise stated.



Introduction to the Thesis

This thesis will attempt to articulate and evaluate the responses to what Deleuze
calls finite representation put forward by Hegel and Deleuze. The meaning of the term
finite representation should become clear as we explore the problematic in detail in the
first couple of chapters of the thesis, but in Deleuzian terms, it is the problem generated
by a logic of discrete multiplicities, that 1s, a multiplicity made up of elements which
remain indifferent to their relations, or, at the least, pre-exist the relations between them.
This notion of a discrete multiplicity, which Deleuze derives from Bergson’s work on
time, 1s primarily characterised by Deleuze in terms of Aristotelian logic, but as we shall
see, 1t also permeates more modern logical systems, and we shall also find 1t at play in
the work of Russell, and something similar operating in Kant’s philosophy. We will see
that the same problematic emerges in Hegel’s philosophy, where 1t 1s characterised not
in terms of representation but instead 1n terms of the finite thought of the understanding.
The operation of the finite understanding turns out to be much the same as that of finite
representation, however, and just as Deleuze criticises propositional thinking for
instantiating fixed relations between eclements in a homogeneous space, Hegel also
criticises the finite understanding of the proposition for the fixity of its parts, replacing 1t
with the speculative proposition. As we shall see, finite representation entails certain
difficulties, such as a necessarily equivocal conception of being, since it 1s a priori
impossible to specify a concept of totality (what Deleuze calls the problem of the large),
and the difficulty in specifying that which falls beneath the level of the species, the
individual. Combined with these are the inevitable difficulties in explaining temporality

within a system of finite categornies.

In exploring the two responses to these problems, we will begin by taking up

Hegel’s claim that philosophy must take Kant into account, and his statement that “there



are two ways of going further [than Kant] ...: one can go forward or backward. Looked
at in the clear light of day, many of our philosophical endeavours are nothing but the
(mistaken) procedure of the older metaphysics, an uncritical thinking on and on, of the
kind that anyone can do” (EL, § 41, Add. 1). Deleuze explicitly relates his own project
to Kant’s by characterising himself as a transcendental empiricist. The first chapter will
therefore deal with Deleuze’s relation to Kant, in order to position Deleuze within the
post-Kantian tradition. This will allow us to more easily differentiate the approach of
Deleuze from that of Hegel, but also to relate them to each other through their shared
concerns with the Kantian project. For both Deleuze and Hegel, the difficulty with the
Kantian project 1s 1in large measure its inability to provide genetic explanations. For
Hegel, this amounts to a failure to carry through a proper metaphysical deduction of the
categories, which can only be remedied by showing how the categories develop out of
each other. Thus Hegel moves to a philosophy of what he calls infinite thought, or
Reason, whereby contradictions inherent in categories lead not to scepticism, but instead
to further, more adequate categories. Deleuze instead argues that the difficulty 1s that the
categorical system developed by Kant cannot explain the genesis of experience, but only
its conditioning. In taking this line, Deleuze posits a fundamental difference between the
empirical and the transcendental, which allows us to understand the transcendental as

truly generative.

In exploring these differences, we will look at the uses made of the differential
calculus by both Deleuze and Hegel. The calculus provides, for Hegel, an important
antinomy of thought, which he takes to show that its foundations must fall outside of the
finite categories of mathematics. Indeed, the calculus provides an illustration of the
structure of Reason as a whole. The calculus has an even more central role for Deleuze.
As he writes, “modem finitist interpretations [of the calculus] betray the nature of the
calculus no less than the former infimitist interpretations, because both fail to capture the

extra-propositional or sub-representational source — in other words the ‘problem’ from



which the calculus draws its power” (DR, 264). The approaches of Deleuze and Hegel
are differentiated by their interpretations of the calculus. In Deleuze’s terms, Hegel takes
finite representation, and infinitises it. That is, he resolves the problems found in finite
representation by moving to a position of infinite representation. Deleuze’s solution is
instead to understand representation as grounded in that which is both non-
representational but still determinable. In highlighting these interrelations, I have largely
followed the terminology of Deleuze, particularly in associating Hegel with
~ representation, even if of an infinitised kind. I have done this purely insofar as these
characterisations seem to reasonably accurately capture the relation of Deleuze to Hegel,
and have tried to avoid imbuing them with normative associations. Thus, whilst I believe
Deleuze 1s right to characterise Hegel as a philosopher of identity, what 1s at 1ssue are
the differences between the kind of identity philosophy put forward by Hegel and those
of his predecessors. It would therefore be a mistake to take this interpretation as
explicitly providing grounds for a rejection of Hegel. Once we have an 1dea of how these
positions are structured, we will then explore how they relate to one another. The
approaches of Deleuze and Hegel are not compatible with one another, and so we will
also have to look at whether either of these two thinkers has the resources to show the
inadequacy of the other’s approach. We will do this by returning to the Phenomenology
of Spirit, in order to see how Hegel’s dialectic of ‘Force and the Understanding’ relates

to Deleuze’s project, which maintains a transcendental approach similar to that criticised

by Hegel.

In approaching the relations between Deleuze and Hegel, I have concentrated
for the most part on two works, Deleuze’s Difference and Repetition, and Hegel's
Science of Logic. The primary reason for this is that my concern in this thesis has been
the structure of dialectic, in both its Hegelian and Deleuzian varieties. In the case of the
Science of Logic, its subject matter, the movement of thought itself, makes 1t 1deal for

this task. Difference and Repetition provides the most detailed explication of Deleuze’s



conception of dialectic in his early work, and is also considered to be his most
‘philosophical” work 1n a classical sense. For this reason, it provides the best place to

look for a parallel account of the structure of Deleuzian logic. In explicating the

positions put forward in these texts, I have also relied on other works. particularly
Deleuze’s earlier work on Bergson, and Hegel’s Jena Logic in order to clarify them.
Following Badiou’s influential work, Deleuze and the Clamour of Being, 1t has become
customary to posit a break in Deleuze’s writings between Difference and Repetition and
The Logic of Sense, on the one hand, and Capitalism and Schizophrenia, on the other.
This allows Badiou, and derivative works by Zizek and Hallward, to dismiss the later
work as lacking in rigour, and then to go on to provide more engaged criticism of the
early work. The typical response to this ‘divide and conquer’ approach has been to
attempt to reinstate the later work. I do not want to take a position on whether this
division ot Deleuze’s work is valid, but will nonetheless for the most part be engaging
with the early work, and in doing so will implicitly oppose the Badiouian interpretation

of this part of Deleuze’s system.’

In terms of the interpretations of Deleuze and Hegel themselves, I have tried
with Deleuze to provide an interpretation which gives appropriate weight to both the
philosophical and scientific sides of his thinking, as it strikes me that his work cannot be
understood adequately from either position in its own right. Deleuze’s use of science
should be seen as providing a further level of determinacy to a metaphysics largely
derived from Bergson. In interpreting the work of Hegel, I have argued for an
ontological rather than transcendental interpretation. The ontological reading 1s closest
to that put forward by Deleuze, and I think, 1s well justified by the text. I hope this will
become clear in my explication of Hegelian dialectic. In regard to work encompassing
both Hegel and Deleuze, it 1s remarkably scarce given Deleuze’s own orientation of his
philosophy in the field of a “generalised anti-Hegelianism” (DR, xix), and is generally

schematic in character, such as the treatments found in the works of Daniel Smith,



Michael Hardt, and Nathan Widder.” On the Hegelian side, the situation generally seems
one of ignorance, with, to my knowledge, only Stephen Houlgate providing any
engagement with Deleuze’s work. Houlgate attempts to show that Deleuze’s philosophy
does not move beyond the doctrine of essence, which Hegel claims in the Science of
Logic 1s only a partial view of the world. I have not dealt with Houlgate’s interpretation
directly, but in chapter seven where I look at Hegel’s resources to deal with a
transcendental empiricism, I have raised a similar Hegelian objection based on Hegel’s
dialectic of torce. The first of the two texts which deal with Deleuze’s relation to Hegel
in any detail 1s Miguel Beistegui’s Truth and Genesis, which provides a dense but
balanced analysis of Hegel’s relation to Deleuze, Aristotle, and Hegel. The aim of Truth
and Genesis 1s, however, to provide a dual ontology of Heideggerian Truth and
Deleuzian Genesis, and to this extent, direct engagement with the relation between
Hegel and Deleuze is limited. The other text, Simon Duffy’s The Logic of Expression:
Quality, Quantity and Intensity in Spinoza, Hegel and Deleuze, does attempt to
explicitly engage with the relationship between the philosophies of Deleuze and Hegel,
mediated by their interpretations of Spinoza. Whilst it provides many interesting
analyses, the work as a whole suffers from a major interpretative error, positioning the
axis of division between Hegel and Deleuze along the line of finite/infinite, rather than
the propositional/extra-propositional. TI-IUS, Deleuze 1s taken to wuse modern
mathematical interpretations of the calculus to show the infinite thought of Hegel to be
redundant. In actual fact, as I show in chapter six, Deleuze is opposed to both
philosophies of the finite and of the infinite, as he takes both terms to be irredeemably
tied to representation. Difference therefore falls outside of both categories. In the rest of

this introduction, I wish to give a brief outline of the thesis as a whole.
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Structure of the Thesis

Chapter One: Deleuze and Transcendental Empiricism

The aim of this chapter is to provide a basic understanding of the structure of
Deleuze’s philosophy through an exploration of his relation with Kant. In doing so,
some of the general problems to do with the representational approach are brought out in
contrast with Deleuze’s own philosophy. The chapter begins with an exposition of the
transcendental deduction, before moving on to the critique within The Transcendence of
the Ego of the notion of the transcendental subject. Arguments are put forward for the
applicability of Sartre’s central argument to Kant, as well as Husserl, his explicit target.
The conditions for a transcendental philosophy which does not rest upon the 1dea of a
transcendental subject are then derived, followed by a discussion of the use to which
they are put by Deleuze himself. The chapter concludes by showing how the rejection of
the subject and the move to a new transcendental logic are interderivable for Deleuze.
This allows the remainder of the thesis to focus on the problem of the structure of the

dialectics of Deleuze and Hegel.

Chapter Two: Difference and Identity

This chapter looks at the role of difference in classical theories of logic, thereby
expanding the specific worries of chapter one. Beginning with Aristotle, I show how his
formulation of the hierarchy of species leads to difficulties both in terms of the largest
element, Being (the problem of equivocity), and the smallest elements, (the atemporal
nature of essence). Analogous conclusions are uncovered for Russell’s philosophy 1n the
Principia Mathematica and the theory of types. The root of the difficulty in both
systems 1S traced to the logic of opposition which lies at their foundation. Both

Deleuze’s and Hegel’s approaches to these difficulties are then sketched out; Deleuze 1n

11



terms of the development of a non-oppositional logic of difference, and Hegel in terms

of the move to a logic of contradiction.

Chapter Three: Bergsonism

Chapter three amplifies the critique of Anstotle and Russell from the previous
chapter, as well as relating these to difficulties highlighted in the first chapter with the
Kantian system. Whereas the first chapter gave the conditions for a transcendental
empiricism, this chapter provides a detailed exposition of Bergson’s logic of
multiplicities. This will open the way for our discussion of Deleuze’s use of Bergson’s
logic. The difficulties with Russell and Aristotle are re-examined 1n the light of

Bergson’s conceptions of space and duration.

Chapter Four: The Virtual and the Actual

This provides the opening to an analysis of Deleuze’s philosophy in terms of complexity
theory, followed by a discussion of his theory of depth and its origins in the aesthetics of

Merleau-Ponty. Finally, I explore Deleuze’s interpretation of the problematic, and of the

proposition.

Chapter Five: Infinite Thought

This chapter begins by returning to Kant’s first Critique, and exploring his
interpretation of the concepts of finitude and infinity in relation to discursivity. The aim
s to show that, from a Hegelian perspective, Kant presupposes a certain interpretation of
these concepts from the outset. I then show how a Hegelian dialectical approach to these
‘deas offers the possibility of genetic interpretations of them which show each to be

unthinkable without the other. By drawing parallels between Hegel’s dialectic of
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difference 1n the doctrine of essence and the dialectic of the infinite in the doctrine of
being, I in turn show that the application of the genetic concept of the infinite allows
Hegel to overturn the Kantian position by moving to an understanding of philosophy as

governed by infinite thought. This is then used to clarify Hegel’s concept of the

speculative proposition.

Chapter Six: Hegel and Deleuze on Ontology and the Calculus

This chapter attempts to relate Deleuze and Hegel through exploring two
concrete areas of disagreement between the two thinkers, 1.e. their interpretations of the
differential calculus and the Kantian antinomies. I then show how both of these
examples function as images of the systems as a whole. From here we can see that the
difference between the two thinkers revolves around their approaches to the categories
of the finite and infinite, which Hegel attempts to resolve through showing their
reciprocal implication whilst Deleuze instead tries to introduce an element of a-finite

difference which serves as a precondition for both categories.

Chapter Seven: Force, Difference, and Opposition

This chapter will extend the discussion to Hegel’s concepts of force and the
understanding, and to the inverted world. The idea is to bring out Hegel’s consideration
of the possibility of an understanding of the world in terms of structures different 1n kind
from the actual, and to see to what extent Hegel can produce a critique of transcendental
empiricism. From here, we will see how Deleuze can answer these possible criticisms.

This will lead us to a discussion of determination, and the problem of the one and the

many.
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Chapter One — Deleuze and Transcendental Empiricism

Introduction

In the opening chapter of this thesis, my aim will be to begin to explicate what
Deleuze means by his claim that he is attempting to create a form of transcendental
empiricism. In doing so, we will see that Deleuze’s philosophy can be placed firmly in
the post-Kantian tradition. The radical difference between Deleuze’s system and those of
the post-Kantians who precede him is the attempt to construct a theory of the
transcendental which maintains the differentiated structure of the transcendental field
whilst removing the subject as the synthesising agent. We can see that in the framework
of the Kantian system, the transcendental unity of apperception plays a central role in
structuring the empirical world for consciousness. This is made clear in the
transcendental deduction, which sets up a relation of structural parallelism between the
transcendental categories and the functions of judgement. For Kant, the categories
provide the form of the empirical world, and judgement provides the form of our
knowledge of the empirical world. Deleuze will argue that, traditionally, transcendental
philosophy has been founded on this claim that “the conditions of the object of
knowledge must be the same as the conditions of knowledge” (LS, 105). Without the
identity of these conditions, the subject 1s no longer able to account for its ability to
understand the nature of the object as it appears to it. The thesis of the identity of
conditions allows us to explain our ability to make statements about the nature of the
world, as the synthesis of the empirical world 1s now a function of the subject, and
secures a direct correspondence between the structure of knowledge and the structure of
the world.'! The alternative to this thesis would be to posit the synthesis of the world
outside of the subject. It 1s the difficulties raised with just such a notion of an external
synthesis which led Kant to construct the transcendental idealist framework in the first

place.” If the synthesis of the world takes place outside of the subject, we have to
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account for the fact that the predicates which we use to describe the world correspond to
the properties of the object within the world itself. The most obvious ways of doing this
are either through a metaphysics of essences and pre-established harmonies, returning to
the notion of God as guarantor of the 1somorphism of the two structures, or through the
rejection of essences and metaphysics and a move towards a raw empiricism. In both
these cases, the formulation of synthetic a priori propositions becomes problematic, as
they either rest on the presupposition of a benevolent God as guarantor, or are simply
put out of play by empiricist scepticism. For Deleuze, the difficulty with the debate
between the metaphysical thinkers and those of a Kantian persuasion 1s that, for both,
the necessity of an isomorphism between the two structures has been presupposed,
whether through the Kantian notion of synthesis, or the metaphysical notion of essence.”

Deleuze instead will posit a difference in kind between the transcendental and empirical.

As we shall see, Deleuze argues that this presupposition is that either Being 1s
seen as differentiated, in which case it maintains the predicable structure, or else 1t 1s
undifferentiated, in which case nothing can be said of it. Deleuze instead proposes a
third alternative, which is that the structure of the transcendental field is different in kind
from the empirical. The result of this would be that the transcendental field would
become entirely pre-individual, but still differentiated, removing the subject from the
role of synthesising agent, and thus splitting the conditions of knowledge of the object,
in the sense that our knowledge of the object is understood propositionally, or in terms
of the structure of judgement, from the conditions of the object, which will now be given
by what Deleuze calls a ‘sub-representational’ transcendental field. This will mean that
whilst conditions of the object will be formulated in terms of the difference between the
transcendental and empirical, conditions for knowledge of the object will be formulated
in terms of a structural identity between the constituted object and judgement. In fact,
knowledge of the object will require both sets of conditions to be fulfilled for Deleuze,

since the first constitute the subject and the object (and hence the sphere of
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representation). Knowledge of the object requires in excess of the conditions of the
object a further set of conditions — an isomorphism between judgement, as subject-
predicate based, and the object, as substance-property based. It is in this sense that
Deleuze’s rejection of the identity of conditions of objects and conditions of knowledge
of objects is to be understood. For Deleuze, this difference in kind between the
empirical, which is governed by the structure of judgement and the transcendental
allows the transcendental to be seen as properly generative. That is, rather than merely
conditioning the object, it actually generates the objectival structure of the empirical
without itself possessing that structure. This is in contrast to Kant, who assumes the
identity of the condition and the conditioned (that is, of the transcendental and the
empirical). Beginning to clarify the grounds as well as the structure of this move will be
the main task of this chapter, although this clarification will necessarily be schematic
until we have looked at the material in chapters four and six. In outlining the structure
of Deleuze’s development of this primary thesis, I will provide an analysis of the
relevant sections of the Critique of Pure Reason, before evaluating Sartre’s critique of
the role of the subject within transcendental philosophy. This will allow us to see why
Deleuze feels the necessity to move to a theory of the virtual and the actual, and to
highlight what he considers to be the two fundamental misunderstandings of the
transcendental field: the “dogmatic confusion between event and essence” and the
“empiricist confusion between event and accident” (LS, 54). I will conclude with some
comments about the validity of this Deleuzian deduction of transcendental empiricism,
given his reliance on Sartre’s notion of the transcendental field, which turns out to be not
so different from Kant’s conception of the transcendental. By the conclusion of the
chapter, we should, therefore, be in a position to understand Deleuze as attempting both
to engage with and overcome the limitations of Kant’s philosophy. This will form the
groundwork for the comparison of Deleuze’s approach with Hegel’s similar (at least in

respect of the problematic from which their thought arises) project.
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Kant and The Critigue of Pure Reason

Deleuze’s break with Kant concerns the nature of the transcendental field, and
the 1somorphism between the functions of judgement, which allow us to make
judgements about the empirical world,” and the categories, which as transcendental
allow the synthesis of the empirical manifold. For Kant, this parallelism of the
operations of the understanding is essential, as it is this which allows us to attribute to
the subject the power to condition the empirical manifold, and therefore to know with
certainty that the understanding is able to apply its concepts to this manifold. As our
consciousness of the empirical manifold is generated through categories of the
understanding, the same understanding which employs the functions in order to form
judgements, then the structure of judgement will mirror that of the world, thus allowing
certain synthetic propositions about that world to be guaranteed valid. By showing that
the categories apply to the world, Kant is able to follow Hume in granting that all
knowledge begins with experience, whilst at the same time allowing contentful
propositions about the structure of that experience to remain necessarily true, since these
fundamental structures are imposed on experience by the subject as the conditions under
which experience 1s possible at all. The transcendental for Kant therefore contains those
structures which concern the non-empirical determinations of the object, those which
make experience of the object possible. For Deleuze, as a transcendental empiricist,
what 1s of interest about the transcendental field 1s not its ability to guarantee
knowledge, but rather the generative principles that it provides for the empirical world.
In this change of emphasis, what 1s at stake i1s both the structure of the transcendental
field, and the rules which govern this structure and through this the structure of

empirical experience, these rules being what Kant would call transcendental logic.

Kant specities two conditions for a transcendental logic. First, that it must

“contain solely the pure thought of an object, [and] exclude only those modes of
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knowledge which have an empirical content” (CPR, A55/B80). Second, that it must
“also treat of the origin of the modes in which we know objects, in so far as this origin
cannot be attributed to the objects” (CPR, A55/B80). Despite the differences of purpose
In the employment of the transcendental by Kant and Deleuze, virtually identical
conditions are accepted by both these thinkers as necessary conditions that must be
fulfilled by any transcendental logic. For Deleuze to accept these conditions, however,
the references to the subject need to be removed: he will argue that Kant has not shown
the necessity of the transcendental field being generated in relation to a subject. Thus
transcendental logic for Deleuze would firstly concern purely the Idea of an object,
whilst still excluding those structures of the object as an empirical (actual) manifestation
of that Idea, and secondly must concern itself with the origins of the object as
experienced, insofar as this origin is not attributed to the object (or even of an objectival’
nature). In order to see why Deleuze feels that this revision is necessary, we need to look
primarily at two sections within the Critique of Pure Reason: ‘The Clue to the Discovery
of all Pure Concepts of the Understanding’, or metaphysical deduction, where Kant lays
out the relations between the functions of judgement and the categories (the pure
concepts referred to in the section title), and ‘The Deduction of the Pure Concepts of the

Understanding’, or transcendental deduction, where Kant attempts to show the necessity

of the subject in the structuration of experience. My aim in this section will therefore be
to outline the arguments which Kant puts forward in support of the notion of the subject.
This will allow us to deal with the objections which Sartre will put to Kant. Whilst the
aim of this chapter is to outline the path from transcendental idealism to transcendental
empiricism, this should not blind us to the fact that the insights provided by Kant within
the transcendental deduction have been taken up even by his adversaries, and so,
Deleuze believes, by attacking the transcendental subject as found in the Kantian

system, he is able to show the limitations of this notion of the subject in general.
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The °Clue to the Discovery of all Pure Concepts of the Understanding’
(otherwise known as the ‘metaphysical deduction’) opens the ‘Transcendental Analytic’,
and deals with the second of the faculties, the understanding. Kant has attempted to
show in the Aesthetic that the sensibility deals with a priori forms of intuition., i.e. that
space and time are ideal forms through which objects are presented to the subject. By
attempting to show that intuition is a function of sensibility, Kant has laid the foundation
for transcendental idealism, as these intuitions have been shown to have an a priori basis
In the subject’s cognition. The sensibility may show how objects are presented to
consciousness, but Kant has not yet established how objects can be thought by
consciousness. Showing that the manifold can be conceptualised proves a far more
complicated task than showing its a priori nature, as it requires showing both the a
priori nature of concepts and their application to the manifold. Kant’s problem is
therefore the problem of showing how it is possible for two faculties, the faculty of
sensibility, and the faculty of the understanding, to interact with one another. Whilst it is
In the transcendental deduction that the attempt to justify the application of categories to
intuition 1s put forward, the metaphysical deduction sets forth the relation between the
ordinary functions of the understanding and the categories. For Deleuze, this setting
tforth of the relation to the categories, even though the categories’ legitimate application
has not yet been shown, 1s one of the most important sections of the first Critique, as 1t 1s
here that the conditions for the possibility of objects are first equated with the conditions

for the possibility of knowledge of objects through their joint origin in the

understanding.

The metaphysical deduction aims to analyse the structure of the understanding,
and in doing so to determine possible candidates for pure concepts which as categories
will relate the understanding to intuition. It proceeds by establishing an isomorphism
between the functions of the understanding and the categories, as shown 1n the tables ot

functions and categories. Kant begins his analysis by showing that the faculty of the
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understanding deals essentially with representations. Through a particular function, it is
able to bring these representations into relation with one another, and through these
relations, representations are subsumed under other representations in order to create
unities. As this act 1s performed by the faculty of the understanding, it i1s natural to
equate this act with that of judgement. Following the prevailing understanding of logic
at the time, Kant assumes that judgements are always of the subject-predicate form and
equate to the relation of a general representation, that may range over a large domain of
entities, such as that of divisibility, and a specific representation, which relates itselt
directly to an object, such as that of a body. The unity formed by the operations of the
understanding on these concepts 1s one of subsumption, and thus we can form the
classical propositions that are the raw materials of syllogisms, as in for example the
judgement, ‘all bodies are divisible’, which operates through the subsumption of the
specific term, body, under the general concept, divisibility. Kant will argue that all
thought can be reduced to variations on this structure, and thus that all thinking 1s
minimally judging. Thus, all thought requires synthesis, understood loosely,’ since all
judgements require the construction of a subject-predicate structure. Just as there are a
variety of syllogisms, so there are a variety of possible functions through which a
judgement can be formed. In the above case, the concept of ‘body’ and of ‘divisibility’
could be synthesised into other unities, such as ‘some bodies are divisible’, or “this body
is divisible’. When we abstract from particular judgements, we find that all judgements
must deploy certain functions, or rather a particular function from each ot tour groups of
functions. These four heads (quantity, quality, relation and modality) each contain three
moments, one of which will be present in every judgement. Therefore, all judgements
must, for instance, either relate to all, some, or one of a particular class of subjects; thus
one of these moments of quantity, must be present in every judgement. The four heads
of judgement, as they stand, are purely formal, however, as they define solely the

possible relations between representations, and if we are to understand the nature of the

pure concepts or categories of the understanding, as opposed to the functions, which
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Kant claims to have thus far discovered, we have to consider these functions in terms of

transcendental logic.

The categories turn out to be these functions considered from this standpoint of
transcendental logic. The ground for their discovery is the synthetic nature of judgement,
its ability to form unities, and the necessity of a synthetic function within the
transcendental field in order to synthesise the sensuous manifold. The architectonics of
The Critique of Pure Reason require that if intuition is to be understood, it must take on
an objectival form, since judgements relate to objects, understood as substances with
properties. Thinking cannot take place within intuition, as Kant claims to have proved in
the transcendental aesthetic that pure space and time are not conceptual, and therefore
non-objectival. Whilst the attempted proof of the thesis that objectival judgements can
be related to the empirical manifold must wait until the transcendental deduction, the
metaphysical deduction gives us the structural relation that will hold between the
transcendental and the empirical, providing this proof 1s carried through successfully. As
the understanding 1s capable of the subsumption of representations according to a
subject-predicate structure into judgements, it becomes necessary that a prior synthesis
generate the objectival structure which provides the foundation for these judgements,
that 1s, to synthesise intuition so as to allow it to become the subject of judgements. The
functions of judgement, being purely logical forms will, however, prove to be
insufficient for the unification of the manifold, as they deal only with judgements. This
unity must therefore be provided by concepts other than, but compatible with the
functions of judgement, if judgement is to be validly applicable to intuition at all.
Therefore, the unifications of the manifold will be carried out by categories, which
correspond to the functions, whilst also containing a conceptual® reference to intuition.

Thus, for instance, the hypothetical function, if 4 then B, will be mirrored in the

category of causality and dependence, which takes the form, if ... then, and relates it to a

manifold (“The schema of cause or causality of a thing in general, is the real upon
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which, whenever posited, something else always follows. It consists, therefore, in the
succession of the manifold, in so far as that succession is subject to a rule” [CPR,
A144/B183]). Thus we develop the second table, the table of the categories, divided into
four heads of three moments, paralleling the table of functions. This of course has to be
the case, as the functions constitute the primitive rules by which unities of judgement are
synthesised. To each of these primitive functions, there must be a corresponding
category in order that the possibility that the object may be fully comprehended is
realised. More categories would make the object incomprehensible, as it would contain
determinations not capable of being captured by judgement, and fewer would show that
some of the functions were not in themselves primitive, but 1n turn derived from a subset

of more powerful functions.

The metaphysical deduction presents a series of problems. The standard
criticism of Kant is that he employs a method of deriving the categories just as arbitrary
as that which he criticises Aristotle for using.” Whilst this objection may call for a
restructuring of the table of categories, our purpose in outlining the metaphysical
deduction is rather to illustrate the main Kantian thesis that two of the functions that the

understanding fulfils are the synthesis of objects and the subsumption of representations

of objects.'’ This connection extends to the fact that the table of judgements 1s already
fundamentally intertwined with the transcendental functions which are derived from it."!
We can now see why for Kant the transcendental field is structured according to the
model of classical logic, as this will allow Kant to explain the synthetic nature of the
transcendental, and to provide it with a differentiated structure. Deleuze’s own
metaphysical deduction will rest not on classical logic, but on the differential calculus,
and will thus attempt to overthrow the double nature of the understanding as both
synthesising the manifold and formulating judgements, upon which the Kantian model
relies. We must now move on to the transcendental deduction itself, as the metaphysical

deduction merely shows the conditions which Kant believes must be fulfilled by the



transcendental category 1n order that it may fulfil its role. The metaphysical deduction is
not a proof of the categories’ actual application to the manifold, but rather of their
relation to the understanding. It is in the transcendental deduction that we will see that
this 1somorphism rests on the presupposition of an ‘I’ which provides a point in the
transcendental field around which the empirical field is unified. Kant believes himself to

have shown “the subjective conditions of thought” (CPR, A89/B122), and must now

show how these conditions have objective validity, in other words, show how these

conditions are also the conditions of objects of experience.

The transcendental deduction extends the results of the metaphysical deduction,
which claims to have shown the structure of the understanding, by attempting to show
the application of the understanding to objects. This new move amounts to attempting to
meet the Humean challenge; one may be willing to accept that the concept of causality 1s
indeed present within the understanding, but given that concepts such as causality are
“not grounded in experience,” that 1s, cannot themselves be discovered within the
manifold of intuition, they must “arouse suspicion” (CPR, A88/B120). Thus Hume will
argue that the concept of causality is not justified by our actual experience ot nature,
which only warrants the much weaker idea of constant conjunction. The actual concept
of causality is instead a function of habit, which makes the inductive léap from
particular instances of concordance to a general law-governed conception of the
relations between objects. Thus Hume’s deduction shows the pragmatic, rather than
logical grounds for our application of the category of causality. While Hume’s notion

may explain how the concept comes to be recognised by the understanding, such a

derivation obviously cannot show us whether its application 1s justified (hence Hume’s
scepticism). The alternative to this form of empirical deduction, which would
necessarily only provide Kant with contingent truths, is a transcendental deduction,
which moves to the necessary preconditions of experience. If we are to attempt this for

the understanding, we must ask whether there are any conditions that need to be met in
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order to “know anything as an object” (CPR, A92/B125). Whilst intuition is necessary
for the experience of an object, it is not sufficient. Experience also requires the concept
of an object in general, and intuition itself cannot furmish this notion, as the
transcendental aesthetic has already shown that intuition is non-conceptual. Thus, the

task which Kant faces is to show whether the concept of an object in general itself

requires certain other a priori concepts in order to be comprehensible. As the concept of
an object 1n general i1s a necessary (and therefore transcendental) condition for
experience, any concepts which it itself presupposes must also be of a transcendental
nature, as any contingency In these conditions would infect the concept of an object
itself. We are therefore to search for concepts which themselves determine the concept
of an object. Here we see why the metaphysical deduction is a clue, as the analysis of the
faculty of judgement gave us a complete table of the functions necessary for any
judgement to be formed. Kant claims that the categories, as deduced from the functions
of judgement and related to intuition, provide just those concepts for which we are now
searching: the necessary and sufficient condition for the determination of an object 1n

12
general.

In the B deduction, Kant begins his analysis of the conditions for the application
of the categories with the premise that “it must be possible for the ‘I think’ to
accompany all my representations” (CPR, B131). For my representations to belong to
me, it 1S a minimal requirement that I be able to assert of them that 1t 1s I who thinks
them. If this were not the case, there would be thoughts which both belonged to me (as
they are my representations), but which did not belong to me (I could not lay claim to
them). This ‘I’ has the further function of unifying my experience, for 1t allows
perceptions at various moments to be integrated together, as the unity of the ‘I’ grants a
unity to the various moments of experience, tying them together as they share a relation
to the self-identical structure of the ego. This allows the subject to conceive of the

manifold as @ manifold. As everything empirical is itself within time, and thus 1s also
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affected by change, an empirical entity is unable to provide the identity which is
required to effect this unification of the manifold. For Kant, this therefore excludes the
empirical ego, which is the self of which the subject is conscious, from fulfilling this
function. “No fixed and abiding self can present itself in this flux of inner appearances”
(CPR, A107). Kant believes, therefore, that the unity of apperception must be instead a
transcendental structure, the source of the opposition of Sartre and Deleuze. Such a self
cannot 1itself be intuited, but instead must be posited as a presupposition of our having
successive representations. We should note that this ego which is presupposed is a mere
formal unity, and cannot be thought (justifiably) as substantial. Substance is a category,
and therefore, since this unity is the foundation of the categories, it must itself be pre-
categorial. It amounts simply to the correlate of the unity of experience to which it must
be possible to attach the ‘I think.” It is known simply as a necessary identity, a ‘that’
which, as it precedes the categories, cannot admit of further determinations (as it 1s the
categories which are at the root of the determination of objects). Although my
knowledge of this unity (the “I think” with which Kant begins his deduction) 1s of the
unity as analytic, “the analytical unity of apperception 1s only possible under the
presupposition of some synthetic one” (CPR B133-4). This 1s because experience, at its
simplest, must necessarily consist of a multiplicity of elements. Even the simplest
perception, such as the perception of a coloured dot, can only show itself against a
differently coloured background. In view of this complexity, the manifold 1s represented
as a single complex thought, which in turn requires a singular subject, as “a set of
distinct thoughts of the elements of the whole can never be equivalent to the thought of
the whole itself.”"> Through this recognition of the unity of the manifold, the subject
also comes to know the manifold as a synthetic unity. That is, regardless of whether the
manifold is already structured, in order to be taken up by the subject, the subject must be
able to compose the manifold himself to recognise this structure. This 1n turn requires
that the subject bring these different elements of the manifold together as a synthetic

unity, and that he 1s conscious of this synthesis.
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As we have seen, as well as the concept of a subject, Kant argues that we also
need a concept of an object as the foundation of the categories. Such a concept has been
shown to be necessary for experience, as the manifold of intuition cannot itself be
presented in such a way as to allow us to know it without it. As with the categories, this
object 1s a precondition for experience, and as such cannot show up within experience
without generating an infinite regress. Like the transcendental unity of apperception, it 1s
the foundation of the categories, and therefore cannot 1itself be categorial for the same
reason. In fact the nature of the object at this stage of the deduction is left indeterminate;
1t 1s simply the correlate of the subject. The function 1t fulfils 1s related to the faculty of
judgement, to the extent that it 1s simply a posited unity which allows judgements to be
formed, and perceptions to hold to a unified structure. Such a concept of an object,
which makes all judgement possible, must, for this reason, be completely free from all
content. It is the concept of an object insofar as judgements require a relation to an
objectival structure. As we have seen, Kant claims that this concept of an object 1n
general must be free from the manifold in any case, and so cannot contain anything
given by experience. The transcendental object must therefore be conceived, like the
transcendental unity of apperception, as a self-identical, singular transcendental
condition for the unity of the manifold for the understanding. As it does not have its
origin in intuition, the transcendental object cannot be conceived of as temporal. The
freedom from content must mean that its function is purely one of providing a unity, and
this it does, unifying representations in such a way as to guarantee a distance between

our representations of objects and the transcendental unity of the object itself which

underlies these representations.

In reliance on the notions of a transcendental subject and a transcendental object
as the grounds for the categories, Kant has not at this point in the transcendental

deduction succeeded in providing a basis for the application of the categories. The
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conditions for the possibility of the subject and the conditions for the possibility of the

object need to be given in such a way as to avoid a potentially infinite explanatory
regress, as each precondition 1n turn requires its own preconditions. Furthermore, Kant
has not yet provided a justification as to why the thought of these transcendental
structures allows the categories to relate to intuition. We shall begin by exploring the
conditions for the possibility of the subject and the object, before moving on to their
connection with the categories. It turns out that the subject and the object determine each
other reciprocally. First, the subject makes the object possible. For representations to
stand 1n relation to objects, 1t is necessary that the representations themselves have a
certain unity. This unity is provided by the transcendental unity of apperception, which
allows the ‘I think’ to accompany all of our representations. As subjects unify
representations, they consequently ground the transcendental object, which 1s simply this
formal unity of representations. The subject in turn 1s grounded by the object, since
through the synthetic nature of the manifold 1t comes to know itself as a subject, and as
that which synthesises the manifold. As we have argued, Kant cannot know the self as
substantive, since it 1S not given in intuition, being a bare unity. Therefore, it is
necessary for the subject to ground itself through some other means. In this case, the
manifold, which is a synthetic unity, gives us this grounding, since it appears as the
result of an act of the subject. If the subject were passive in relation to the
representations which come before it, the subject would find itself unable to draw apart
from those representations. Without the notion of an object, there can be no distinction
between a representation and an object, and without this distinction, the subject would
be unable to know representations as representations. They would simply “crowd in
upon the soul” (CPR, A111). The concept of an object allows the subject to recognise
representations as representations of the object, and thus to distinguish itself from them.
Thus the subject becomes aware of himself through the unification of representations
into an object, through his recognition of himself as a spontaneous consciousness. The

subject therefore makes the object possible for Kant, and the object makes the subject
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possible. This means that the subject necessarily relates to something beyond its own
empirical representations, to a world of objects, even though the form of these objects
must be generated by the subject itself. The challenge for Deleuze will therefore be to
provide an analysis of the transcendental field which contains neither subjectival, nor
objectival elements, as the intimacy of these two terms means that the presence of one
leads inexorably to the other. This in turn will allow Deleuze to conceive of the
transcendental field as generative, rather than merely conditioning, as the transcendental
will no longer be structured analogously to the empirical, but will instead give rise to the
objectiyal from a non-objectival field. Instead of the transcendental having the form of
the empirical, therefore providing the merely formal conditions of the empirical, the
structure of the object in general, we will be able to understand the transcendental as
actually generating the empirical. This is the ground for Deleuze’s ultimate rejection of
Sartre, who does not go far enough with the pure rejection of the transcendental subject.
We can furthermore see that the rejection of the transcendental subject may have
implications for the transcendental logic, as 1t 1s the concept of an object which makes

the classical forms of judgement possible.

The question of the legitimation of the categories can now be answered. We can
see that it 1s the subject that makes the object possible through a process ot synthesis,
and that this synthesis must be conducted according to a priori rules, for otherwise, it
would rely on empirical concepts, thereby begging the question at 1ssue, namely the pre-
empirical conditions for the possibility of experience (the use of empirical concepts
would give us a purely physiological derivation).'* The categories, as concepts which
apply to an object in general, and are transcendental, seem like the only choice for the
rules of this synthesis. The categories are therefore legitimated through the role they
play in allowing the subject to actively synthesise the object. In actual fact, it 1s not the
categories alone which play the role of conditioning intuition, as the deduction attempts

to show in general terms the relation of the faculty of sensibility to the understanding,
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thus allowing for the possibility of the conceptualisation of intuitions unlike our own.
The manifold 1s in fact synthesised by the schemata, which play the role of
intermediaries between the conceptual and the intuitional, thus allowing the two
heterogeneous matters to be brought into relation. They perform this role by sharing
characteristics of both, and since time governs all empirical phenomena (whereas space
only governs those external to the subject), the schemata can be considered as
temporalised categories. For the purposes of explicating Deleuze’s move to a
transcendental empiricism, these final moves, which concern the specific

implementation of the results of the two deductions within the Kantian system of

transcendental 1dealism, can be left to one side.

We now see how Kant conceives of the understanding as both being responsible
for synthesising objects, through the categories, and uniting representations, through
judgements. We can also see how the transcendental subject 1s thus generated through
the synthesis of objects, and 1s also its precondition, through the reciprocal
determination of the subject and the object. The subject’s role 1in actively synthesising
the object 1s not given directly, but rather is established through our knowledge of the
subject’s spontaneity, gathered through its ability to perform analogous acts of
unification in the domain of judgement. These two threads reinforce each other, as the
isomorphism of the categories and judgements guarantees the subject-object structure of
the transcendental, because the categories extend the objectival logic of judgement into
the transcendental domain, and the subject-object structure makes possible the
isomorphism between transcendental logic and the logic of judgement, as it allows the
analogous structures to operate in both domains. As we shall see, Deleuze will attempt
to refute both theses simultaneously in order to move away from Kantianism whilst
maintaining the concepts of the transcendental and the empirical, redesignated as the
virtual and actual. This would allow him to propose a transcendental philosophy which

was generative, rather than just conditioning. We are now ready to analyse Sartre’s
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critique of the transcendental ego, which 1s a transitional point on the journey to

transcendental empiricism.

Sartre and The Transcendence of the Ego

Sartre’s early essay, The Transcendence of the Ego, provides the raw material
tor Deleuze’s critique of the transcendental subject as the constituting principle which
allows the 1somorphism between the transcendental categories and empirical
judgements. It 1s Sartre who provides the new direction for philosophy in the face of the
established philosophical thinkers, and was “the breath of fresh air from the backyard”
(N, 12). In reconstructing a move from transcendental idealism to transcendental
empiricism through Sartre’s critique of the transcendental ego,” there are three
difficulties which must be overcome. First, there 1s the schematic nature of the
references to Sartre in Deleuze’s writings. Whilst Deleuze credits Sartre with developing
the notion of an “impersonal transcendental field, not having the form of a synthetic
personal consciousness or a subjective identity,” (LS, 98) and with providing a
“decisive” (LS, 103) critique of the notion of a transcendental subject, Deleuze provides
almost no commentary on the text itself. This presents difficulties as the text, as it
stands, is not overtly critical of Kant, its target rather being the transcendental ego of
Husserl. Second, although Sartre’s essay is clearly aimed at a Husserlian conception of
the ego, Sartre’s intention in this essay is not to criticise phenomenology itself, but
rather to save phenomenology from certain notions which in fact place the
phenomenological project in jeopardy through their 1llegitimate application 1n the post-
phenomenological world. His statement that “all the results of phenomenology begin to
crumble if the 7 is not, by the same title as the world, a relative existent” (TE, 42), 1s
followed by an attempt to reconfigure the ego in order to give 1t such a nature, and 1n the

process to preserve the results in question. Given Deleuze’s hostility to the
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phenomenological project in general (WP, 145-50), we must ask how he is able to make
use of this essay by the self-proclaimed saviour of the phenomenological tradition.
Third, Deleuze takes it for granted that Sartre’s essay ends in failure, that “it is no more
possible to preserve for [the transcendental field] the form of consciousness” (LS, 105)
than 1t 1s to preserve the /. These difficulties can be resolved if we assume that the
argument which Sartre deploys against the transcendental ego in fact cuts deeper than he
had anticipated, and finally undermines the foundations of even the reinforced
phenomenology he himself proposes. We thereby accept Sartre’s argument for the
revised specification of the transcendental field without accepting the formulation
developed by Sartre to meet this specification. We accept the schematics provided by
Sartre whilst arguing that phenomenology cannot itself provide a solution to the
difficulties raised. Thus Sartre’s argument would provide the negative critique which
leads positively to Deleuze’s transcendental empiricism. In order for Deleuze to put the
argument to his own use 1t must also, therefore, be the case that what Sartre discovers 1s
not a problem specific to the structure of phenomenology, but a general problem, or at
least a problem which 1s applicable to other systems containing certain functional

analogues.

From a purely phenomenological angle, Kant cannot be the target of Sartre’s
critique, as the fundamental structures discovered by Kant in the deduction have no
place in a philosophy of description such as phenomenology, and it is for this reason that
Kant is excluded from Sartre’s criticism. Indeed, at various points in the essay, he seems
to turn to Kant to provide the resources to oppose Husserl. While Sartre may claim that
the standard interpretation of Kant, as positing an existent transcendental ego, comes
from the failure of the neo-Kantian movement to separate questions of validity trom
those of fact (TE, 34), claims that the transcendental ego “does not bind up the unity of
phenomena” (TE, 100) would be very difficult to reconcile with any reading of the

transcendental deduction.'® Here Kant seems to suggest that the formality of the

31



transcendental ego stems not from its purely hypothetical nature, but rather from the fact
that its position as pre-categorial means that it must be understood as an indeterminate
existent. Whilst the argument itself stands or falls regardless of these phenomenological
considerations, and thus is equally applicable to Kant, I will discuss briefly the
differences between the transcendental ego and transcendental apperception. The
radicalised argument will therefore rely more upon Sartre’s Bergsonian heritage than his

phenomenological roots, as in fact it is probably Sartre’s proximity to Bergson on many

points which draws Deleuze to him."’

Whilst Husserl on occasion even labelled his philosophy a transcendental
idealism, there are fundamental differences between the two philosophical positions
which are pertinent to our inquiry. While both systems attempt to provide a description
of the a priori laws of objects, the emphasis on the intentional character of
conscilousness within Husserlian phenomenology creates a radical divergence between
the domains of what counts as thought within these two systems. For Kant, as we have
seen, 1n the end, the search for the conditions for the possibility of experience leads to
the 1dentity of the conditions for the object and the conditions for knowledge of the
object. The 1dentity of these two conditions 1s guaranteed by the fact that it is the
transcendental unity of apperception which allows the categories to condition the object
such that the understanding can know it as an object. Thus, the rules governing
consciousness necessarily also cover the objects for consciousness. From a
transcendental perspective, what consciousness ‘knows’ 1s already within consciousness.
Intentionality changes this situation, as intentionality is the property of being towards
the world. As Ricoeur notes, ° the fundamental preoccupation of the Critique is with the
epistemological question, “How are synthetic a priori propositions possible?” This
means that Kant’s emphasis 1s on the representation of objects, and in particular, the
representation of objects given to us by already constituted sciences. Kant’s main pre-

occupation is therefore with the validity of propositions given in advance of our enquiry,
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rather than with a genuine description of subjective life. Once intentionality is seen as
one of the primary characteristics of consciousness, consciousness becomes essentially
“consciousness of” the object, rather than the Kantian consciousness which deals with
representations of objects. The focus instead on intentionality allows us to explore not
simply our representation of the object, but also our mode of relation to it. “Knowledge,
or pure ‘representation’, is only one of the possible forms of my consciousness ‘of” this
tree; I can also love 1t, fear it, hate it, and this surpassing of consciousness by itself that
1s called ‘intentionality’ finds itself again in fear, hatred, and love.”"” One of the central
ideas of moving to this conception of consciousness is that if consciousness refers to an
object outside of itself, then the question of how the elements are to be synthesised
together into a representation within consciousness does not arise. “It is possible those
believing ‘two and two make four’ to be the content of my representation may be
obliged to appeal to a transcendental and subjective principle of unification, which will
then be the I’ (TE, 38). On this conception of consciousness, it is therefore possible to
study the object 1n 1ts own right. The object stands transcendent to consciousness, and is
thereby governed by its own conditions, which are the subject matter of the
phenomenological method.”® A further implication of this is that the methodology by
which these phenomena are analysed also requires alteration. Kantian philosophy
proceeds by a critical method, using transcendental arguments to clarify the
preconditions underlying a particular existent state (thus space 1s an a priori condition
for experience in general because it 1s impossible to conceive of an object outside of a
spatial milieu). As Husserlian phenomenology does not presuppose that the object 1s a
function of the understanding, the transcendental analysis 1s replaced by a pure
description, free from all assumptions, of the object. The setting aside of assumptions
also includes the assumption of the existence or non-existence of the object, thus
allowing phenomenology to deal with all intentional objects, including phantasms, and
safeguarding its role as the foundation for the sciences, which can proceed to an analysis

of the actual facts of the world once the structure of objects has been disclosed. The
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point at issue between Sartre and Husserl in this essay 1s whether a Husserlian
phenomenology presupposes the presence of the transcendental ego for the same reasons
that 1t is required within the Kantian system, namely to create a point from which
various consciousnesses can engage in various acts of apprehension, yet still maintain a
coherent unity. If this function 1s necessary, then phenomenology once again returns to
the situation of an internal synthesis. If consciousness emanated from a transcendental
ego, we would need to explain how 1t would be possible for such a consciousness to
make contact with the object, which 1s fundamentally transcendent to it. Husserl’s
solution to this seemingly intractable problem i1s to presuppose a medium which shares
the properties of both consciousness and the object, which can thereby communicate
between the object and the consciousness. Such a medium, or Ayle, according to Sartre,
undercuts the fundamental doctrine of phenomenology, “to the things themselves”, as
now consciousness is consciousness not of an object, but instead of the representation of
the object through the Ayle. Furthermore, in the work of Husserl, the Ayle 1s a function of
consciousness, returning us precisely to the theory of contained representations as put

forward by Kant.

Despite this final convergence between Husserl and Kant, we must recognise a
difference which results from the difference of methodology referred to earlier. Whereas
Kant’s critical philosophy raises the question of the transcendental ego as a question of
validity, for Husserl, this is a question of fact. The Kantian transcendental ego 1s a
critical precondition for the possibility of knowledge of objects. It 1s not as such actually
given to empirical consciousness. For Husserl, the project of philosophy 1s
fundamentally descriptive, however, and as such, the notion of a transcendental ego as
presupposed, but not actually present to empirical consciousness, would be invalid, and
would necessarily fall before the epoché which suspends all such theoretical
considerations. The difficulty 1s that 1t seems possible on the face of 1t that empirical

consciousness could exist without an I, whilst still requiring the transcendental field to
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be organised by a transcendental ego. Sartre seems to support something like this
position at various points within the essay.”’ We should bear in mind that for Sartre, the
status of the transcendental ego within critical philosophy is to a large degree made
irrelevant by considerations which phenomenology brings to bear which seem to rule out
the possibility of the Kantian system fout court. For our purposes, there is no need to
determine an answer to the question of Sartre’s intended target. Given that we are
concerned with the logical structure of the argument, and not its specific relation to
phenomenology, the use Sartre makes of 1t is of minor importance. The distinction
between the empirical and the transcendental must still be borne 1n mind, however, in

order to test the applicability of the argument to a more generally Kantian framework.

Despite the emphasis on phenomenology in Sartre’s paper, his argument still
begins with a reference to the transcendental deduction. Kant’s statement that “the I
think must be able to accompany all my representations” (CPR, B131-2) raises the
‘question of whether the I think actually does accompany all of our representations, or on
the contrary, whether in fact, many of our representations occur without the presence of
an /. This in turn raises two further questions. “First, does the movement from a
representation not being accompanied by an / to being accompanied by an [ lead to a
change in the structure of that representation? And second, whilst the / must be able to
accompany our representations, is this because the / makes possible the unity ot our
representations, or rather is it the case that our representations are structured 1n such a
way that it is always possible to prefix an [ think to them?” (TE, 34) The structure of
Sartre’s argument follows these three questions, with his answer to the first attacking the
necessity of the transcendental ego, the second presenting an alternative theory of the
unification of consciousness, and the third showing the impossibility of a transcendental
ego. It is important to note that Sartre is here not attacking what 1s one of the
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