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Abstract

This thesis examines the idea of immanent ethics as it appears in the work of Gilles
Deleuze by mapping its emergence in his most relevant works (including those co-
authored with Félix Guattari). My analysis adopts an innovative perspective: it
suggests that Deleuze’s ethical imperative can be best understood in terms of
overcoming the illusions of conscious agency. My argument is organised around two
particular illusions that are normally held to relate to the supposed primacy of
consciousness — that of free will and that of value. | demonstrate that, for Deleuze,
overcoming these illusions can be achieved by becoming attuned to the immanent
organising principle of reality, which can, in a human sense, be called the
unconscious. It is the unconscious forces that constitute effective agency, while the
conscious self is capable of activity only insofar as it is able to express and restructure
the unconscious forces which constitute the possibility of its activity. From this
perspective, | trace the trajectory of Deleuze’s thought from his work on Spinoza and
Nietzsche, where he conceptualises immanent ethics through idiosyncratic readings
of these philosophers, to his co-authored work with Guattari, Anti-Oedipus, where a
new account of the ethics of immanence is presented. This ethical approach takes
the form of a materialist psychiatric practice called schizoanalysis. By examining the
development of Deleuze’s immanent ethics, | seek to isolate and clarify its main
conceptual elements. | show how schizoanalysis both embraces and diverges from
Deleuze’s readings of Spinoza and Nietzsche, and suggest that its aim is that of
dismantling normalised subijectivity to produce new thoughts, feelings and desires.
Such a dismantling is the precondition for any future articulation of a genuinely

immanent ethics.
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Introduction — Deleuze and the Whirlwinds of Immanence

i) Introduction

Subijectivity as such presupposes the illusion that things could be different. To be a
subject is to be unable to think of oneself as anything but free — even if you know
that you are not. The barrier that means that this cannot be faced is transcendental.

— Mark Fisher, The Weird and The Eerie’

Consciousness is a fetish. (A reification of productive forces.)

— @qdnoktsqfr on Twitter?

This thesis examines the idea of immanent ethics as it appears in the work of Gilles
Deleuze. By mapping the emergence of immanent ethics in Deleuze’s most relevant
works (including those co-authored with Félix Guattari), | aim to clarify and develop
its main components. | suggest that Deleuze’s ethical imperative can be best
understood in terms of overcoming the illusions of conscious agency, which, for
Deleuze, can be achieved by becoming attuned to the immanent organising principle
of reality — what, in a human sense, can be called the unconscious. It is the
unconscious forces that constitute effective agency, while the conscious self is
capable of activity only insofar as it is able to express and restructure the unconscious
forces which constitute the possibility of its activity. Tracing the trajectory of Deleuze’s
thought from his work on Spinoza and Nietzsche, where he conceptualises immanent
ethics through idiosyncratic readings of the work of these philosophers, to his co-
authored work with Guattari, Anti-Oedipus, which develops an independent account
of the ethics of immanence, | organise my argument around two specific illusions of

consciousness: the illusions of free will and value.

To set up the problematic of the illusion of free will or autonomous subjectivity, one

can consider a passage from Gustave Meyrinck’s 1927 novel The Golem:

' Mark Fisher, The Weird and The Eerie (London: Repeater, 2016), p. 44.
2 23 April 2019, <https://twitter.com/qdnoktsqfr/status/1120632010324602880> [accessed 6
August 2019].



Isn’t it strange the way the wind makes inanimate objects move? Doesn't it
look odd when things which usually just lie there lifeless suddenly start
fluttering. Don’t you agree? | remember once looking out onto an empty
square, watching huge scraps of paper whirling angrily round and round,
chasing one another as if each had sworn to kill the others; and | couldn’t feel
the wind at all since | was standing in the lee of a house. A moment later they
seemed to have calmed down, but then once again they were seized with an
insane fury and raced all over the square in a mindless rage, crowding into a
corner then scattering again as some new madness came over them, until
finally they disappeared round a corner.

There was just one thick newspaper that couldn’t keep up with the rest. It lay
there on the cobbles, full of spite and flapping spasmodically, as if it were out
of breath and gasping for air.

As | watched, | was filled with an ominous foreboding. What if, after all, we
living beings were nothing more than such scraps of paper? Could there not
be a similar unseeable, unfathomable ‘wind’ blowing us from place to place
and determining our actions, whilst we, in our simplicity, believe we are driven
by free will?*

The uncanny impression described by Meyrinck’s character presents us with a world
which contradicts common and pervasive presuppositions concerning human
subjects. In such a world, human beings would be denied their traditional attribute of
conscious ‘rational’ autonomy: they are envisaged here as being no different from
scraps of paper whirling in the wind. The passage initiates an understanding of human
agency which denies the notion of an ‘inner self’ (that is, the subject understood as
self-conscious bearer of free will) any motive power. Like papers scattered by a
breeze, humans here are conceived of as being immersed in the multiplicity of forces

that imperceptibly animate and direct their actions and thoughts.

Meyrick’s eerie vision evokes a realm which corresponds to what Deleuze repeatedly
refers to as ‘the plane of immanence’.* On the plane of immanence human beings
are not autonomous subjects who exert mastery over everything non-human in virtue
of their superior attribute of consciousness. Instead, they exist in a non-hierarchical
manner on a common plane alongside animals, plants, and seemingly lifeless entities,

with which they are in constant and often unacknowledged modes of interaction.

3 Gustave Meyrinck, The Golem, trans. by Mike Mitchell (Sawtry/Riverside: Dedalus/Ariadne,
1995), pp. 54-55.

4 For an overview of this concept in the work of Deleuze see Christian Kerslake’s insightful
paper ‘Deleuze and the Meanings of Immanence’, in After 1968.
<http://lwww.after1968.org/app/webroot/uploads/kerslake-paper(1).pdf> [accessed 6 May
2019].



Human beings, when they are comprehended in terms of this horizontal plane, live in
the same way and under the same conditions as non-human entities: they are swept
along by forces which they cannot control. When related to human beings, this field
of forces, which both articulates and is articulated by the encounters between material

bodies, can be understood in terms of the affective forces of the unconscious.®

Meyrinck’s character suggests that the idea of free will, the assumed motor of our
agency, is nothing but a blunder, a delusion to which we naively succumb. The idea
of the subject as a free actor, with an entirely undetermined capacity for thinking and
choosing that exists independently of context as if in a vacuum, is, it is suggested
here, akin to a veil which blinds us to the complex forces that animate us and our
world. Deleuze and Guattari in What is Philosophy? suggest that these complex
forces make up the ‘plane [of immanence which] is surrounded by illusions’ — illusions
which themselves arise from this plane itself ‘like vapors from a pond’.® While we
always already exist on this horizontal plane of being, Deleuze and Guattari maintain
that the illusions make it appear otherwise. They propose that one that ‘perhaps
comes before all others’, is the ‘illusion of transcendence’.” This is not limited to the
transcendence of God, but refers to anything that stands outside and remains
untouched by the forces of material reality. The illusion of transcendence, therefore,

also includes the illusion of the autonomous subject.?

From Deleuze’s perspective, being subject to the illusion of the autonomous subject
installs human beings onto ‘a plan of organisation’.® The latter corresponds to any
conception of existence that is organised by a principle ‘that comes from above and
refers to a transcendence’.'® For Deleuze, a plan of organisation can be related to
ideas such as God, Reason, Unity, etc., which assert a transcendent organising

principle of existence in ‘a design in the mind of a god, but also an evolution in the

5 For a consideration of these vital forces that belong to non-human entities, see Jane Bennett,
Vibrant Matter: A Political Ecology of Things (Durham: Duke University Press, 2009).

6 Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari, What is Philosophy?, trans. by Hugh Tomlinson and
Graham Burchill (London: Verso, 2009), p. 49.

" Ibid.

8 Daniel W. Smith proposes, for example, that ‘in the Critique of Pure Reason, Kant had
already critiqued the concepts of the Self, the World, and God as the three great illusions of
transcendence; and what he calls the “moral law” in the second critique is, by Kant’s own
admission, a transcendent law that is unknowable’ (Daniel W. Smith, ‘Deleuze and the
Question of Desire: Toward an Immanent Theory of Ethics’ in Essays on Deleuze (Edinburgh:
Edinburgh University Press, 2012), pp.175-88 (p.176)).

% Gilles Deleuze, Spinoza: Practical Philosophy, trans. by Robert Hurley (San Francisco: City
Lights Books, 1988), p. 128.

10 Ibid.



supposed depths of nature, or a society's organisation of power." This
transcendence concerns the notion of the subject, which is assumed to remain
beyond the influence of forces in which it is immersed, and serves as the agency that

orders them.

‘When you invoke something transcendent’, Deleuze argues, ‘you arrest [the]
movement’ of processes on the plane of immanence.'? According to Deleuze, ‘it's
always ever abstractions, a transcendent viewpoint, if only that of a Self, that prevents
one from constructing a plane of immanence’.” In his view, it is only when one
assigns substantive causal power to an autonomous consciousness, its agency and
mental representations that one closes off access to the plane of immanence. My
thesis examines Deleuze’s approach to ethics precisely from the perspective of
seeking to overcome the illusion of a transcendent subject, which amounts to
constructing a plane of immanence. If transcendence thus corresponds to the sphere
of consciousness, its representations, and its illusions, immanence in its strictest
sense for Deleuze corresponds to ‘the unconsciousness itself, and the conquest of
the unconscious’." The conquest of these unconscious forces entails opening oneself
to the field of affective forces that operate on the plane of immanence, and that are,
according to him, constitutive of agency. In this regard, only with the rejection of the
primacy of notions such as ‘consciousness’, intentional ‘will and ‘pure’ thought can

the genuine attributes of the subject and its possibilities come to light.

Keeping the above in mind, one can introduce a passage that relates this to the
question of value. In his 1922 short story ‘A Hunger Artist’, Franz Kafka narrates the
life of a performer once celebrated for his incredible ability to fast. After a long career
in the spotlight, the Hunger Artist’s art falls out of favour and, as a result, the hunger
artist is left forgotten in a circus, abandoned casually in his small cage alongside those
of performing animals. In spite of the now universal lack of interest in his ascetic art,
the hunger artist insists on continuing his fast. The following passage gives an
account of his last moments, witnessed by an ‘overseer’ who spots him under a pile

of dirty hay:

" Ibid.

12 Gilles Deleuze, ‘On Philosophy’, Negotiations: 1972-1990, trans. by Martin Joughin (New
York: Colombia University Press, 1997) pp.135-55 (p. 146).

13 Ibid.

4 Deleuze, Spinoza: Practical Philosophy, p. 29.



An overseer’s eye fell on the cage one day and he asked the attendants why
this perfectly good cage should be left standing there unused with dirty straw
inside it; nobody knew, until one man, helped out by the notice board,
remembered about the hunger artist. They poked into the straw with sticks
and found him in it. “Are you still fasting?” asked the overseer, “when on earth
do you mean to stop?” “Forgive me, everybody,” whispered the hunger artist;
only the overseer, who had his ear to the bars, understood him. “Of course,”
said the overseer, and tapped his forehead with a finger to let the attendants
know what state the man was in, “we forgive you.” “I always wanted you to
admire my fasting,” said the hunger artist. “We do admire it,” said the overseer,
affably. “But you shouldn’t admire it,” said the hunger artist. “Well then we
don’t admire it,” said the overseer, “but why shouldn’t we admire it?” “Because
I have to fast, | can’t help it,” said the hunger artist. “What a fellow you are,”
said the overseer, “and why can’t you help it?” “Because,” said the hunger
artist, lifting his head a little and speaking, with his lips pursed, as if for a kiss,
right into the overseer’s ear, so that no syllable might be lost, “because |
couldn’t find the food | liked. If | had found it, believe me, | should have made
no fuss and stuffed myself like you or anyone else.” These were his last words,
but in his dimming eyes remained the firm though no longer proud persuasion
that he was still continuing to fast.”

The performer’s final words whispered to the overseer consist of a striking admission,
which can be read from the perspective of value judgement. The hunger artist
discloses that his fasting is not the result of any conscious control over his desire for
nourishment. He is simply unable to find anything that he wants to eat. Food leaves
him devoid of all desire for it, so he cannot do otherwise than abstain. Although he
desperately wants to be admired for his ability to fast, the hunger artist acknowledges
that people should not venerate him since his fasting is not a voluntary achievement

of conscious will, but a compulsion to which he must succumb.

The tale of the hunger artist opens up a critical perspective on the manner in which
we tend to assign value to things and actions. Understood in terms of the plan of
organisation, the hunger artist's fast is assumed to be the act of a free subject
endowed with an autonomous capacity for choice. From this perspective, the hunger
artist's abstinence is a result of the autonomous faculty of conscious will that
supervenes upon the functioning of unconscious bodily drives: while the artist desires
food, he is able to consciously moderate the cravings of his body. This renders his

actions an admirable ascetic accomplishment.'® Conscious reflective will expresses

'S Franz Kafka, ‘A Hunger Artist’, in The Complete Stories, trans. by Willa and Edwin Muir
(New York: Schocken Books, 1989), pp. 300-10 (p. 309).

'8 The hunger artist’s inability to eat (or to find food that he can enjoy) is presented as an ability
to fast, thus taking the necessary result as a voluntary achievement.



its superiority over the ‘mere’ realm of bodily drives. However, if we consider this
character’'s evaluation of food on a plane of immanence, as opposed to the plan of
organisation, we see that his actions can be comprehended as the involuntary
expressions of a multiplicity of embodied factors. These include the various embodied
elements that render him unaffected by certain foods (genetic disposition, preceding
diets, his history, etc.) combined with the networks organising the given availability of
food (existing cooking practices, available ingredients, etc.). These causes frustrate
his desire to eat in the same way that the wind caused the scraps of paper to chase
madly after one another in the preceding passage from Meyrinck’'s text. What is
valued is not the product of deliberative conscious willing, but of concatenations of

embodied conditions which make up the lived experience of the self.

According to Deleuze, the same can be said for every kind of value, be it moral,
aesthetic or economic. The supposedly universal values of ‘Good’ and ‘Evil’, for
example, which are grounded in Western culture in the existence of a Christian God
as the moral, transcendent creator of all that there is, are no different. Deleuze
proposes that ‘there are no such things as universals, there's nothing transcendent’."”
This is because ‘[a]bstractions explain nothing, [rather] they themselves have to be
explained’.’® lllusions of value, or, as Deleuze and Guattari refer to them in What is
Philosophy?, the ‘illusion of universals’, take place ‘when concepts are confused with
the plane’." Put differently, we are subject to this illusion of attributing values in this
way insofar as we assume that values and universals explain existence to us. We
thus overlook that these values need to be explained as they are, just as in the case
of hunger artist. They are produced by the field of forces constituting the plane of

immanence, springing from existence rather than transcending it.

Immanent ethics, insofar as it views the ideas of free will and universal values as
illusory, rejects the foundational principles of traditional moral philosophy.? It could
be said that morality, understood as any kind of system for judging existence, belongs
firmly to what, following the discussion offered above, has been called the plan of
organisation. In Spinoza: Practical Philosophy, Deleuze avers this when he proposes

that free will is ‘the traditional principle on which Morality was founded as an

7 Deleuze, ‘On Philosophy’, p. 145.

'8 Ibid.,

'® Deleuze and Guattari, What is Philosophy?, p. 49.

20 paradigmatic examples of humanist moral philosophy can be found with Descartes, Kant
and Hegel.



enterprise of domination of the passions by consciousness’.?! This moral way of
thinking, which presupposes the idea of free will, still largely informs our everyday
thinking habits. Once we embrace the view that that the conscious self is not able to
control bodily drives from ‘above’ or ‘outside’ (so to speak), every moral project as it
has been traditionally conceived becomes untenable. ‘Moral philosophy’, one might
say, is exposed in its redundancy. Although Deleuze himself neither explicitly
formulates his own ethical theory nor uses the term ‘immanent ethics’, he does offer
an outline of ethics which presents the counter-image of morality understood in this

conventional way.

In a 1986 interview on Michel Foucault, Deleuze proposes that unlike morality, which
‘presents us with a set of constraining rules [...] that judge actions and intentions by
considering them in relation to transcendent values’, the approach associated with
immanent ethics sees actions and thoughts as expressions of unconscious
dispositions.?? ‘There are things one can only do or say through mean-spiritedness’,
Deleuze adds, ‘a life based on hatred, or bitterness toward life. Sometimes it takes
just one gesture or word’.?® Affective attitudes, in other words, precede conscious
reflection. Deleuze’s reference to hatred toward life immediately evokes two

philosophers that he considers as his main influences: Nietzsche, the great analyst

2! Deleuze, Spinoza: Practical Philosophy, p. 18.

22 Gilles Deleuze, ‘Life as a Work of Art’, Negotiations: 1972-1990, trans. by Martin Joughin
(New York: Colombia University Press, 1997) pp. 94—101 (p. 100). It should also be noted that
in this interview, as well as in his monograph dedicated to Foucault, Deleuze aligns Foucault’s
ethical approach with ethics as opposed to morality. We firstly have to note Foucault’s ethics
contains elements that clearly contradict an ethics that remains immanent to the functioning
of the unconscious. The differences between Deleuze’s approach and Foucault’'s approach
are in fact outlined by Deleuze himself in a short text called ‘Desire & Pleasure’ (published in
Two Regimes of Madness: Texts and Interviews 1975-1995, trans. by Ames Hodges and
Mike Taormina, ed. by David Lapoujade (Los Angeles: Semiotex(e), 2006), pp. 122—-34). The
principal difference pointed out by Deleuze is that for him the immanence of desire, which he
sees as the energy that enables and guides our behaviour, precedes the operations of power,
which through disciplinary practices and discourses articulate the functioning of desire.
Foucault, on the other hand, refuses to posit an immanent organizing principle, and assumes
power to be primary. It is this difference that leads Phillip Goodchild to proclaim Foucault’s
ethical emphasis on the care of self consists of the ‘perpetual disciplining of life in the name
of the Idea [which] is precisely the practice of transcendence that constitutes the opposite pole
to Deleuze's philosophy of immanence’ (Philip Goodchild, ‘Philosophy as a way of life:
Deleuze on thinking and money’, Substance, 39, 1 (2010), 24-37 (p. 24.) Yet, my contention
is that Deleuze refuses to classify Foucault’s ethics under the banner of morality due to
Foucault’'s use of ethical principles. The latter should be distinguished from moral and
disciplinary rules in that they are not prescriptive, but optional and are directed towards a
cultivation of an ethos. | return to this distinction in my conclusion.

23 Deleuze, ‘Life as a Work of Art’, p. 100.



of ressentiment against life, and Spinoza, the philosopher of joy, who Deleuze

explicitly mentions immediately afterwards.?*

To further elaborate on Deleuze’s conception of the ethics of immanence from the
perspective of illusions of consciousness, this thesis focuses on and develops what
Daniel W. Smith identifies as the three central pillars of this ethics in Deleuze’s work.
In ‘Deleuze and the Question of Desire: Toward an Immanent Theory of Ethics’, Smith
sketches out the contours of Deleuze’s theory of immanent ethics. For Smith, the first
two pillars can be found precisely in Deleuze’s work on Spinoza and Nietzsche, to
each of whom Deleuze devoted monographs.?® Smith insists that it is in these
monographs that Deleuze first works out the immanent theory of ethics, which lays
the foundations for his own account of immanent ethics that he puts forward with
Guattari in Anti-Oedipus. The aim of this thesis is to substantiate and develop Smith’s
outline of Deleuze’s immanent ethics by tracing its emergence from his engagements
with Spinoza and Nietzsche to its culmination in Anti-Oedipus. By closely examining
the trajectory of Deleuze’s ethical thought charted by Smith from the perspective of
the illusions of conscious agency, | aim to isolate and clarify the central principles of

immanent ethics.

Smith proposes that the main point of convergence that for Deleuze unites Nietzsche
and Spinoza is that they refuse to judge individuals in terms of transcendent
principles. Instead, he claims that according to Deleuze they both seek to evaluate
them immanently, i.e. ‘in terms of the manner by which they “occupy” their existence
— the intensity of their power’, or, put simply, in terms of their unconscious

disposition.?® Building on Spinoza and Nietzsche, Deleuze is able to differentiate

24 In another interview from Negotiations Deleuze, for example, proposes that in his formative
period ‘all tended toward the great Spinoza-Nietzsche equation’ (Gilles Deleuze, ‘On
Philosophy’, p. 135.).

25 Smith, ‘Deleuze and the Question of Desire’, p. 175. In this essay Smith also acknowledges
the influence of Kant on Deleuze’s ethics of immanence. He proposes that while Deleuze’s
ethics adopts its ‘content’ from Spinoza and Nietzsche, its underlying ‘form’ is Kantian (/bid.,
p. 188). For a mapping of Deleuze’s reworking of Kant’s basic architecture from his first critique
onto Deleuze’s readings of Spinoza and Nietzsche, see the third chapter of Joe Hughes’s
Philosophy After Deleuze: Deleuze and the Genesis of Representation Il (London:
Bloomsbury, 2012). There Hughes effectively demonstrates that Deleuze’s accounts of
immanent ethics in Spinoza and Nietzsche can be understood in terms of Deleuze’s inversion
of Kant’s two-fold movement from sensibility to understanding (three syntheses) and back
(schematism). For a consideration of Kant's theory of moral law from the perspective of
Deleuze’s immanent ethics, see Smith’s essay ‘The Place of Ethics in Deleuze’s Philosophy:
Three Questions of Immanence’, in Essays on Deleuze (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University
Press, 2012), pp. 146-59.).

26 Smith, ‘Deleuze and the Question of Desire’, p. 176.



between (two different pairs of) two kinds of functioning of the unconscious, or, in
Spinoza’s terms, two kinds of modes of existence. The first kind corresponds to
modes of existence that manage to ‘conquer’ their unconscious activity and thus
come into active possession of their power of acting. These modes are codified as
free or active (or rational) by Spinoza, and noble and active by Nietzsche. The other
kind of modes remain cut off from their power of acting. They are deemed by Spinoza
as passive and enslaved, and slavish and reactive by Nietzsche. Unlike the external
criteria of morality, which measure one’s behaviour against timeless criteria
stipulating what one should do, this immanent ethical distinction is concerned with

whether one is capable of deploying one’s capacities and thus acting at all.

In this thesis, | argue that being able to activate one’s unconscious forces and thus
exercise one’s capacities is a matter of overcoming the illusion of the primacy of
consciousness which lies at the heart of conventional moral discourse. My contention
is that these illusions should be seen as the starting point and persistent feature of
Deleuze’s immanent ethics. Deleuze brings up these illusions precisely in relation to
Spinoza and Nietzsche. In a chapter called ‘On the Difference Between The Ethics
and a Morality’, from Spinoza: Practical Philosophy, Deleuze isolates three main
differences between the two, which for him correspond to Spinoza’s ‘three major
resemblances with Nietzsche’.?” The first two of these common points, namely the
illusion of free will and the related illusion of value, constitute the explicit focus of this
thesis, while the third, the devaluation of sad passions, is addressed in passing.
Similarly, the names of Spinoza and Nietzsche come up in What is Philosophy? when
Deleuze and Guattari discuss the illusions that emerge from the plane of immanence.
They propose that we ‘must draw up a list of these illusions, just as Nietzsche,
following Spinoza, listed “four great errors”.?® The illusions of consciousness (or
transcendence) and of values (or universals) are at the top of Deleuze and Guattari’s

list.?®

27 Deleuze, Spinoza: Practical Philosophy, p. 17.

28 Deleuze and Guattari, What is Philosophy?, p. 49. Deleuze here refers to the ‘Four Great
Errors’ chapter from Nietzsche’s Twilight of the Idols, which | engage with later.

29 While Deleuze and Guattari do not explicitly mention Kant when discussing the illusions that
emerge from the plane of immanence, his presence is nevertheless felt. Kant's idea of
transcendental, or objective, illusion is discussed by Deleuze in his short book Kant’s Critical
Philosophy: The Doctrine of the Faculties, but also features in the central chapter of his
Difference and Repetition. The idea of transcendental illusion is in fact central to Kant’s project
as the aim of his critique is precisely to mitigate the effects that this illusion, according to him,
inevitably claims on knowledge itself. ‘In many ways’, Deleuze suggests, knowledge is ‘deeply
tormented by the ambition to make things in themselves known to us’ (Kant’s Critical
Philosophy: The Doctrine of the Faculties, trans. by Hugh Tomlinson and Barbara Habberjam



Consequently, | suggest that these illusions provide us with a privileged perspective
for understanding the third book by Deleuze, co-authored with Guattari, that Smith
sees as his book of immanent ethics, i.e. Anti-Oedipus. The idea of the ethical status
of Anti-Oedipus can be at least partially ascribed to a remark made by Michel Foucault
in his preface to the book. Asking the authors for forgiveness, Foucault suggests that
Anti-Oedipus is ‘the first book of ethics to be written in France in quite a long time’.*
He proposes that not unlike Christianity (which aims to expel every trace of flesh
lodged in the soul), the anti-Oedipal lifestyle developed in Anti-Oedipus seeks to
eradicate ‘the slightest traces of fascism in the body’.*' The ethical demand that
motivates Anti-Oedipus thus answers to a demand to engage with the ethos of
fascism in its bodily register: what, in other words, are the immanent forces that spring

from the body which drive fascism?

To address this question, Deleuze and Guattari conceptualise the theory of the
unconscious that Smith sees as the central element that Anti-Oedipus contributes to
the ethics of immanence. This theory provides them with the conceptual basis for
schizoanalysis, the materialist psychiatric practice that Anti-Oedipus puts forward as
an alternative to psychoanalysis. Since schizoanalysis focuses on the reactivation of
a productive unconscious, its aims are perfectly aligned with the ethics of immanence.
Furthermore, as this reactivation consists of undoing oppressive unconscious
structures that organise the normalised or Oedipal model of subjectivity, | argue that
schizoanalysis, too, leads to exposing the illusion of consciousness as providing the

foundation of ethics.

(London: The Athlone Press, 1984), p. 24). As a result of this innate tendency of our
knowledge-seeking, we tend to falsely affirm the knowledge that transcends, or goes beyond,
our sense experience. It is this illusory knowledge of things, not as objects of our experience,
but in themselves (i.e. as existing in perfect conformity with our ideas) that Kant seeks to
critique. As this illusion, too, takes place when, as Deleuze and Guattari state above, ‘concepts
are confused with the plane’, we should note that the structure of Kant’s transcendental illusion
is aligned with what Deleuze (and Guattari) refer to as the illusion of universals or the illusion
of value. While | find it is necessary to acknowledge the correspondence between Kant’s
approach and mine (both focus on rectifying the illusions that are unavoidable), | maintain that
further explication of Kant’'s project is not required. As suggested in footnote 25, a lucid
analysis of Deleuze’s transfiguration of Kant’s conceptual apparatus (three synthesis) can be
found in Hughes'’s Philosophy After Deleuze.

30 Michel Foucault, ‘Preface’ in Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari, Anti-Oedipus: Capitalism
and Schizophrenia, trans. by Robert Hurley, Mark Seem, and Helen R. Lane (Minneapolis:
University of Minnesota Press, 1983), pp. xi—xiv (p. xiii).

31 Ibid.
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In examining Deleuze’s immanent ethics from the perspective of its critique of the
autonomous conscious subject and the values associated with it, my thesis seeks to
offer a perspective that, as | show in the following literature review, remains
overlooked. My contention is that this perspective isolates the core element of this
ethics — the immanent organising principle, i.e. the web of unconscious forces — and
liberates our understanding of them from a damaging conception of transcendence
that serves to separate these immanent forces from what they can do. Approaching
Deleuze’s ethics from this perspective also allows me to outline the radical difference
of his approach from more traditional moral projects. While there is arguably an ethics
implied in each of Deleuze’s books (including those co-authored with Guattari), the
decision to limit the present discussion to the works just named facilitates a close

examination of the dynamic of this ethics.

In focusing on Deleuze’s work on Spinoza and Nietzsche | draw out Deleuze’s ideas
by returning to these authors’ original texts. | then turn to Deleuze and Guattari's Anti-
Oedipus, referring to their other works, essays and interviews only when needed. This
allows me to provide a thorough assessment of Deleuze’s ethical foundations. |
demonstrate how Anti-Oedipus mobilises conceptual elements from Nietzsche and
Spinoza, and, building on them, puts forward an ethics that takes into account the
specifics of capitalist social formation. In this regard, the role of immanent ethics in
relation to contemporary cultural critique can be brought to the fore. Since the idea of
the subject as a free agent still very much remains part of present-day public
discourse, | maintain that its dismantling is as significant as ever. By interrogating the
ethical implications of the illusions of free will and value, | thus aim to contribute to
dissolving the habit that constitutes what Braidotti sees as a ‘400-year-old lag in
thinking’* — stratifications of habit that, for Braidotti, have remained in place for 400

years after Spinoza’s Ethics and continue to inhibit our capacities for acting.

ii) Literature Review

Deleuze’s ethical theory is, of course, far from being an under-researched topic. The

secondary literature on Deleuze’s work, alone or together with Guattari, is both

extensive and continuously proliferating, and writing on his ethical approach is no

32 Braidotti discussed antiquated cognitive habits in her lecture at the 2017 summer school,
‘Posthuman Ethics in the Anthropocene’, at Utrecht University.
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exception. That said, while Deleuze’s theory of ethics has indeed received some
academic attention, John Protevi notes that it has nevertheless been engaged with
only ‘comparatively sparingly’.>®* My review of the secondary literature on Deleuze’s
ethical theory will be divided into three different categories: those texts which offer
comprehensive accounts of Deleuze’s philosophical project, those which provide an
engagement with Deleuze and Guattari’s collaboratively authored work, and, finally,
those writings that engage with Deleuzian ethics directly.** My aim is to show that
while the theory of ethics is by no means overlooked by Deleuzian scholarship, it
remains the case that a substantial engagement with ethics from the perspective

developed here is still lacking.

Most of the comprehensive takes on Deleuze’s philosophy acknowledge the
presence of the ethical component but address it in a limited manner. The most
notable early monographs on Deleuze, Michael Hardt's Gilles Deleuze: An
Apprenticeship in Philosophy and Keith Ansell-Pearson’s Germinal Life: The
Difference and Repetition of Deleuze, both offer discussions of his ethics. Hardt
carefully traces Deleuze’s philosophical formation by considering his monographs on
Bergson, Spinoza and Nietzsche, but analyses his ethical thought in relation to
Nietzsche alone. Ansell-Pearson’s bio-philosophical discussion of Deleuze’s ethics,
on the other hand, is based on Bergson, coupled with Deleuze’s major early texts,
Difference and Repetition and The Logic of Sense. Ansell-Pearson’s inquiry into
ethics is organised around the notion of the event elaborated on in the latter.®® Other
major comprehensive accounts of Deleuze’s philosophy include lan Buchanan’s

Deleuzeism, Gregg Lambert's The Non-Philosophy of Gilles Deleuze, James

33 John Protevi, Review of Deleuze and Ethics, edited by Nathan Jun and Daniel W. Smith, in
Notre Dame Philosophical Reviews <http://ndpr.nd.edu/news/deleuze-and-ethics> [accessed
7 May 2018].

34 Even though | consider them indispensable, especially in relation to texts as impenetrable
as those of Deleuze (and Guattari), | avoid mapping readers’ guides, introductions, and
‘dictionaries’ of concepts. | refrain from doing so as they do not seek to provide a
comprehensive account that | am interested in. The format of this review is partially adopted
from Edward Thornton’s exemplary PhD thesis (Edward Thornton, ‘On Lines of Flight: A Study
of Deleuze and Guattari's Concept’ (unpublished doctoral thesis, University of London, Royal
Holloway, 2018), p. 18).

35 Deleuze sums up the ethical imperative laid down in The Logic of Sense in the following
way: ‘to become worthy of what happens to us’ (Gilles Deleuze, The Logic of Sense, ed. by
Constantin V. Boundas, trans. by Mark Lester, Charles Stivale (New York: Colombia
University Press, 1990), p. 149). This ethic consists of not becoming resentful of an event
(seeing it as unjust or unwarranted), but rather engaging with it in a creative way. Ansell-
Pearson draws on this injunction to consider the ethical aspect of the biological evolution of
the human species, which for him consists of making this evolution creative and thus ‘to think
“beyond” the human condition’ (Keith Ansell-Pearson, Germinal Life: The Difference and
Repetition of Deleuze (London: Routledge, 1999), p. 14).

12



Williams’s The Transversal Thought of Gilles Deleuze: Encounters and Influences,
Levi Bryant’s Difference and Givenness: Deleuze's Transcendental Empiricism and
the Ontology of Immanence, and Joe Hughes’s Philosophy After Deleuze. While
Lambert and Bryant explicitly refrain from addressing the ethical component,

Buchanan and Hughes each devote a chapter to Deleuze’s ethics.

Buchanan approaches the ethical component of Deleuze’s thought through the notion
of ‘counter-actualisation’ developed in The Logic of Sense. He argues that to counter-
actualise an event is to actively take charge of what happens to us (instead of
lamenting or begrudging it). Conversely, Hughes’s main aim is to show the
‘monotonous’ underlying structure that is common to all of Deleuze’s work, and that
consists of an inversion of Kant's work.>® | consider all of these accounts illuminating
in their own way (especially the one by Hughes whose Kantian mapping of Deleuze
is particularly impressive), but it has to be observed that none of them offers a
sustained account from the perspective attempted by this thesis. Finally, since he
organises his argument around the ethical question of ‘how might one live’, | would
like to single out Todd May’s introduction to Deleuze. May’s account offers an
admirably clear analysis of the said question and does so with considerable attention
to Spinoza and Nietzsche. While May provides a compelling general overview and
contextualisation of Deleuze’s ethics, his exposition sidesteps more nuanced
conceptual issues and their genealogical development. By taking a step back, May
glosses over the detailed analysis of the functioning of the unconscious, its
habituation, and repression, which, | claim, is vital for any proper understanding of
immanent ethics. In addition, May also neglects the topic which forms the core
concern of this thesis, and occasionally downplays the role of the unconscious, which

makes Deleuze’s ethics at times seem too voluntaristic.

In texts which engage with Deleuze and Guattari’s jointly authored writings, the ethical
angle of Deleuze’s work is only explored to a certain degree. Ronald Bogue’s Deleuze
and Guattari traces the development of their conceptual toolbox back to Deleuze’s
individually authored work. Bogue engages with the significance of Nietzsche’s
influence and even with the critique of the sovereign subject which emanates from it,

but he completely avoids a discussion of ethical theory. The Two Fold Thought of

36 As noted, in chapter 3 Hughes maps Kant's influence on Deleuze’s ethics of immanence,
and thus provides a very clear exposition of Kant’'s formal’ impact on Deleuze to which Smith
alludes.
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Deleuze and Guattari by Charles Stivale offers an exploration of the shifts that take
place between Anti-Oedipus and A Thousand Plateaus, but it does so without
touching upon their ethics at all. Sabrina Achilles’s Literature, Ethics, and Aesthetics:
Applied Deleuze and Guattari, on the other hand, considers the ethics of a literary
machine. As it studies the role that literature can play in an ethical re-structuring of
one’s unconscious disposition, Achilles’s project neatly complements Aidan Tynan’s
Deleuze’s Literary Clinic. These authors’ elaboration of the ethical aspect of literary
activity outline an interesting case of immanent ethics in which writing is employed to
treat one’s symptoms and intensify one’s powers. By examining the ways in which
symptoms such as alcoholism, anorexia, and manic depression are expressed in
literary texts, and investigating the enhancing effects produced by writing, Tynan’s
book also provides us with specific analyses of the unconscious that can be mapped
within the general coordinates of immanent ethics established by my thesis. These
coordinates are structured around the illusions of conscious agency, which both

Achilles and Tynan do not engage with.

Brian Massumi’'s A User’s Guide to Capitalism and Schizophrenia rightly points out
that Deleuze and Guattari’s whole project can be understood as ‘an effort to construct
a smooth space of thought’. Massumi adds that the same was attempted by Spinoza
and Nietzsche under the banner of ‘ethics’ and, respectively, ‘gay science’.>” Massumi
also stresses the role played by the illusion of the free subject in their work, but, while
strongly concentrating on the second volume of Capitalism and Schizophrenia, A
Thousand Plateaus, he sidesteps the chance to offer a sustained account of the
relation between Deleuze and Guattari’s writings and ethics. The ethical aspect of
schizoanalysis is at times explored by the Schizoanalytic Applications series, which
consists of collections of essays that seek to ‘schizoanalyse’ a particular field or issue

).38

(cinema, gender, literature, art, religion These texts offer insightful practical

37 Brian Massumi, A User’s Guide to Capitalism and Schizophrenia: Deviations from Deleuze
and Guattari (Cambridge, Massachusetts: The MIT Press, 1992), p. 8.

3 These schizoanalytic essay collections include Deleuze and the Schizoanalysis of Visual
Art, ed. by lan Buchanan (London: Bloomsbury, 2016); Deleuze and the Schizoanalysis of
Cinema, ed. by lan Buchanan and Patricia MacCormack (London: Bloomsbury, 2008);
Deleuze and the Schizoanalysis of Literature, ed. by lan Buchanan, Tim Matts, and Aidan
Tynan (London: Bloomsbury, 2015); Deleuze and the Schizoanalysis of Religion, ed. by F.
LeRon Shults and Lindsay Powell-Jones (London: Bloomsbury, 2016); and Deleuze and the
Schizoanalysis of Feminism, ed. by Cheri Carr and Janae Sholtz (London: Bloomsbury, 2019)
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deployment of schizoanalysis, and often help to elucidate certain aspects of it, but

usually steer away from a more robust theoretical exploration.>®

Lastly, when it comes to works that engage explicitly with Deleuze’s ethics, one has
to agree with Protevi that they are relatively sparse. The most focused engagements
with Deleuzian ethics so far can be found in Deleuze and Ethics, a collection of essays
co-edited by Smith and Nathan Dun. These essays either approach this issue from a
different perspective to the one | adopt here (event, aesthetics, death etc.), or they
discuss it in conjunction with literature, political theory, film studies or art criticism.
The exception is the already-mentioned essay by Smith, ‘Deleuze and the Question
of Desire: Towards an Immanent Theory of Ethics’, which begins the project of
sketching a Deleuzian ethics by linking it to the unconscious. This essay thus offers
a blueprint for this thesis, without elaborating on the question of ethics in either the

detail or directions offered below.

Similarly, Ronald Bogue’s Deleuze's Way: Essays in Transverse Ethics and
Aesthetics, which examines themes from French new-wave to black metal, also
includes a short yet programmatic essay called ‘Immanent Ethics’. In this essay,
Bogue offers a valuable overview of the ethics of immanence from the perspective of
temporality. He discusses ethical attitudes to the past (being worthy of that which
happens), present (experimentation), and future (regaining belief in this world by
trusting in its possibilities). Bogue also expands on the collective aspects of immanent
ethics, which is without a doubt very significant for Deleuze. The main shortcoming of
Bogue’s account is his almost exclusive reliance on The Logic of Sense. By

completely disregarding Deleuze’s books on Nietzsche and Anti-Oedipus, and

3 For example, in her essay ‘An Ethics of Spectatorship: Love, Death and Cinema’, Patricia
MacCormack puts forward a schizoanalytic approach to the ethics of cinematic experience.
This ethics is aimed at resisting the reduction of cinematic images to meaning and opening
oneself up to affective forces in excess of signification. MacCormack analyses how these
forces can reconfigure spectator’s subjectivity, but she avoids a more systematic engagement
with immanent ethics and the illusions of consciousness. Conversely, in ‘Strategies of
Camouflage: Depersonalization, Schizoanalysis and Contemporary Photography’, Ayelet
Zohar examines desubjectifying mental states through his engagement with photographical
art. While Zohar’s approach offers interesting schizoanalytic insights into the dissolution of
subjectivity, it fails to discuss the illusions that normally (i.e. in absence of any pathological
mental state) constitute our subjectivities. F. LeRon Shults’s ‘The Atheist Machine’, on the
other hand, explores schizoanalysis as an atheist machine, i.e. a practice that frees us from
our beliefs, which inevitably confine us. Shults’s approach is tangentially related to that taken
by my thesis in that it is interested in overcoming the confines of subjectivity, but his
exploration is motivated by a theological perspective. Again, while these essays illuminate a
particular aspect of schizoanalysis and its applications, a sustained account of schizoanalysis
as an ethics of immanence is missing.
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partially disregarding his work on Spinoza, Bogue misses the perspective of illusions

of consciousness that my thesis excavates through its engagement with these texts.

One of the few monographs that, to my mind, engages directly and in a sustained
manner with Deleuzian ethics is Deleuze and Guattari’s Immanent Ethics by Tamsin
Lorraine. Lorraine foregrounds the issue of subjectivity and Bergson’s notion of
duration, which she examines through a feminist lens. Her exploration of ‘minoritarian’
feminist subjectivity draws on Spinoza as well as Nietzsche, but the conclusions she
draws address themselves mostly to feminist scholarship, rather than elaborating the
issues in broader terms. A strong emphasis on Deleuzian ethics from a feminist angle
can be also found in the opus of Rosi Braidotti, particularly in her Transpositions and
Nomadic Subjects. Braidotti’s theoretical approach frequently foregrounds the issue
of the formation of subjectivity, which is the central focus of this thesis. Again, while
there is some conceptual overlap with Braidotti’s work, | adopt a perspective on the
theme of ethics that she leaves unexplored. In addition to offering a sustained account
of immanent ethics from a novel viewpoint, my thesis seeks to avoid heavy reliance
on terminology. | admit that this allows Braidotti and other Deleuzian scholars to cover
more ground and move faster through their arguments, but my impression is that it

does so at the cost of unintelligibility to wider audiences and even loss of rigour.*°

Finally, | would also like to note two engagements with the notion of value that are
relevant to this thesis. Braidotti and Pisters’ edited volume, Revisiting Normativity with
Deleuze, is a collection of essays which offer a Deleuzian analysis of the notion of
value. Values and norms are here explored in the context of scientific laws, legal
rules, financial regulations, political representation, but also ethical and moral
normativity. While the introduction identifies the central importance of Deleuze’s
critique of autonomous subjectivity, none of the essays pick up on the illusions that
are constitutive of such subjectivity. In spite of this shortcoming, | see some of these

essays as complementary to the analysis undertaken by this thesis.*'

40 Deleuze avoids a rigid definition of his concepts (they often gain meaning only though their
contexts) and frequently switches between words that denote them (e.g. the word ‘expression’
in his reading of Spinoza denotes exactly the opposite concept than it does in Anti-Oedipus).
Using terminology without further clarification can be, therefore, often confusing.

41 Laura U. Marks’s ‘Vegetable Locomotion: A Deleuzian Ethics/Aesthetics of Travelling
Plants’, for example, offers an interesting exploration of what might human ethics learn from
self-organising migrations of plants (ones that do not result from agriculture, climate change,
or genetic engineering).
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Another text that speaks to the continued relevance of the concept of value is Brian
Massumi’s recently published 99 Theses on the Revaluation of Value. Massumi’s aim
is to ‘take back value’ from the capitalist market.*? In order to do so, he advocates for
a shift from quantitative value (prices, wages, stock indices etc.) to qualitative value,
which he defines in immanent terms (as an increase in our vital powers). As Massumi
heavily relies on Anti-Oedipus, his analysis is compatible with my contexualisation of
immanent ethics within the capitalist social formation, which | undertake in my final
chapter. In fact, Massumi’s analysis adds specificity, nuance and recency to this
contextualisation (for example, by engaging with contemporary crypto-economies).
As he does not engage with the illusions of consciousness as explored by this thesis,

his efforts do not, however, invalidate my aims.

iii) Chapter Overview

This thesis is divided into three chapters. The three chapters constitute a structure
that corresponds to the three fundamental texts of immanent ethics identified by
Smith. In my first chapter | engage with Deleuze’s account of Spinoza and analyse
Spinoza’s ethical project from the perspective of overcoming the illusions of free will
and transcendent values. | argue that these two illusions, which are most explicitly
articulated in Deleuze’s engagement with Spinoza, lay the foundations for the critique
of free will and values that he undertakes in his account of Nietzsche, and the co-
authored Anti-Oedipus. Deleuze in fact maintains that the whole effort of Spinoza’s
Ethics, his central philosophical work, ‘is aimed at breaking the traditional link
between freedom and will’, which is what this chapter will seek to substantiate.*® The
illusion of values is, according to Deleuze, closely related to that of free will, as our
ideas of value, like our decisions regarding our actions, are not transcendent in any
way, but are rather generated immanently by unconscious forces. From Spinoza’s
perspective, we succumb to these illusions of consciousness insofar as we confuse

our reflective awareness of these ideas with their origin.

Yet, according to Spinoza, we are capable of reasoning, i.e. of understanding the

causal laws that produce our thoughts and values. Grasping these eternal laws, which

42 Brian Massumi, 99 Theses of the Revaluation of Value: A Postcapitalist Manifesto
(Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 2018), p. 3.
43 Deleuze, Spinoza: Practical Philosophy, p. 69.
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for Deleuze constitute a ‘new [kind of] rationalism’ (i.e. an immanent one), generates
joyful affects of understanding, which alter our unconscious disposition.** Deleuze
suggests that once we manage to do so, ‘consciousness, having become a reflection
of adequate ideas, is capable of overcoming its illusions’.* In my first chapter | thus
draw on Deleuze’s Spinoza to conceptualise immanent ethics as a transition from the
enslavement to the illusion of free consciousness, to a state that Spinoza understands
as freedom, which can be seen precisely as freedom from these illusions. This state
of freedom, | suggest, corresponds to constructing a plane of immanence. On a plane
of immanence, Deleuze proposes, ‘[tlhere is no longer a subject, but only
individuating affective states of an anonymous force’ that cannot be effectively

attributed to an individual subject.*®

Before moving on to outline my chapter examining Deleuze’s account of Nietzsche, |
want to substantiate my decision to prioritise Spinoza over Nietzsche in the narration
of my thesis. While Deleuze’s main book on Nietzsche, Nietzsche and Philosophy,
was published in 1962, his monographs on Spinoza, Expressionism in Philosophy:
Spinoza and Spinoza: Practical Philosophy, followed in 1968 and, respectively, 1970.
Yet, it has to be noted that Deleuze was already deeply steeped in Spinoza’s thought
when writing his 1962 Nietzsche book. According to Frangoise Dosse, acclaimed
biographer of Deleuze and Guattari, Deleuze’s thesis on Spinoza, which was in turn
developed into Expressionism in Philosophy: Spinoza, was ‘practically finished in the
late 1950°, and was on the way before Deleuze started seriously working on

Nietzsche.*

In addition to Spinoza’s temporal primacy in Deleuze’s trajectory, Dosse also rightly
proposes that ‘Spinoza had a special place in Deleuze’s work’.*® The special status
of Spinoza for Deleuze can be, for example, observed in Abecedaire, where he
discusses his relation to ‘intellectual’ knowledge, the kind of knowledge possessed
by ‘cultured’ or ‘sophisticated’ people.*® Deleuze states that everything he learns is

done with a particular aim and as soon this aim is achieved, he forgets what he has

44 Gilles Deleuze, Expressionism in Philosophy: Spinoza, trans. by Martin Joughin (New York:
Zone Books, 1992), p. 149.

45 Deleuze, Spinoza: Practical Philosophy, p. 60.

46 Ibid., p. 128.

47 Frangoise Dosse, Gilles Deleuze and Félix Guattari: Intersecting Lives (New York: Columbia
University Press, 2010), p. 118.

8 Ibid., p. 143.

4 Gilles Deleuze and Claire Parnet, Gilles Deleuze from A to Z, trans. by Charles Stivale (Los
Angeles: Semiotext(e), 2011), letter C [on DvD].
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learned. The only exception is Spinoza, whose thought impacted him so deeply that
he could never forget it. The uppermost significance of Spinoza’s conceptual
influence on Deleuze is well documented by Dosse and Michael Hardt, but is also
evident from the high praise Deleuze always had for his philosophy.®® Finally, |
propose that my engagement with Deleuze’s account of Spinoza should precede his
account of Nietzsche due to the conceptual character of their thought. While Deleuze
finds in Spinoza the formal coordinates of his ontological universe and its affective
principles, Nietzsche fleshes out these coordinates with his historical and
psychological analysis. It is precisely this combination that constitutes ‘the great
Spinoza-Nietzsche equation’, which, according to Deleuze, oriented his early period,

in which he was engaged with analysing the history of philosophy.®’

My second chapter, then, engages with Deleuze’s reading of Nietzsche and traces
the immanent ethics that he outlines there. | demonstrate that the issue of the
purported free subject, an unrestrained origin of its decisions and valuations, plays a
key role here as well. Moreover, my contention is that exposing the illusions of
consciousness is central to the ethical transition from reactivity to activity. As with
Spinoza, Deleuze sees human agency in Nietzsche as a matter of the unthinking
forces of life. These unconscious forces, or, in Nietzsche’s terms, the will to power,
will be shown to be generative of the values we assign to actions and things. |
demonstrate that for Deleuze the misleading idea of an acting subject plays a central
role in the becoming-reactive of humanity, which takes place as reactive slave
morality overpowers active noble or ‘master’ morality. Due to the degeneration of the
active drives that constitute the masters, the quality of their will to power, which
determines the nature of their evaluations, is transformed from affirmation, which
assigns positive value to life, to negation, which denigrates and delimits it. This

negativity, or reactivity, is, according to Deleuze’s account of Nietzsche,

0 For an overview of Spinoza’s influence on Deleuze’s work see chapter 3 in Michael Hardt,
Gilles Deleuze: An Apprenticeship in Philosophy (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press,
1993), pp. 56—-122, and Dosse, Intersecting Lives, pp. 143—49. Deleuze’s praise for Spinoza
can be found, for example, in ‘On Philosophy’, an interview by Raymond Bellour and Francois
Ewald, where he refers to Spinoza as ‘the absolute philosopher’ or the ‘purest of philosophers’
(‘On Philosophy’, p. 140). Conversely, in What is Philosophy? Deleuze and Guattari proclaim
that Spinoza is ‘the prince of philosophers’ but also ‘the Christ of philosophers’, who ‘showed,
drew up, and thought the “best” plane of immanence—that is, the purest’. (Deleuze and
Guattari, What is Philosophy?, p. 60.)

5 Deleuze, ‘On Philosophy’, p. 135. As we will see, this Spinoza-Nietzsche equation is
strongly present in Nietzsche and Philosophy, Deleuze’s main book on Nietzsche, as well as
in Spinoza: Practical Philosophy, his second book on Spinoza, which was written after his
engagement with Nietzsche.
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fundamentally constitutive of human consciousness and forms the starting point of

immanent ethics.

| argue that the ethics of immanence that Deleuze finds in Nietzsche aims to
overcome negative valuations, which are in fact expressed in all forms of our
conscious thought. Deleuze proposes that our consciousness is reactive and merely
reacts to the activity of the unconscious. He sees it as negative since our mental
representations of value inevitably impose limitations on the ever-changing forces of
life which in fact underlie them. For Deleuze, the categories of our conscious thought,
such as identity, causality, and finality are inescapably grounded in negativity. Unlike
Spinoza, Nietzsche does not see grasping the order of causality that produces our
conscious representations as a way of conquering the illusions of consciousness.
Instead, | will show that an ethical overcoming of the illusions of consciousness and
the belief in the substantive nature of its representations consists for Nietzsche in a

transvaluation of values.

This transvaluation corresponds to an affirmative way of evaluating, which arrests the
self-differentiating forces of life but is capable of thinking together with this vital self-
differentiation. In other words, affirmative thinking is, like Spinoza’s joyful
understanding, at one with its affective component. | explain that this is achieved by
means of the test of eternal return, which has, according to Deleuze’s Nietzsche, the
capacity to activate our unconscious forces. This transformation of unconscious
structures is, then, mirrored in the organisation of our consciousness, which is nothing
but the reflection of these structures. | suggest that the shift in ethical imperative that
takes place between Deleuze’s engagement with Spinoza and Nietzsche, i.e. from
grasping the laws of reason to unleashing the creative forces of life, paves the way

for the immanent ethics developed in Anti-Oedipus.

Building on the preceding chapters, my third and final chapter examines the ethics of
immanence in Deleuze and Guattari’'s Anti-Oedipus. To analyse this ethics from the
perspective of overcoming the illusions of consciousness, | begin by introducing their
intricate model of the unconscious. This model, which incorporates elements from
Deleuze’s accounts of Spinoza and Nietzsche, is here given its full elaboration. Like
Spinoza’s degree of power, which is nothing but the power of acting, and Nietzsche’s
will to power, which constantly differentiates itself, the unconscious in Anti-Oedipus
is seen as essentially productive, a production of itself. For Deleuze and Guattari, this

self-producing unconscious, which they liken to a schizophrenic process, is inevitably
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inserted into social formations, which are themselves shaped by this production, but

which also repress it.

To be able to differentiate between the productive and repressed (and repressive)
functioning of the unconscious, Deleuze and Guattari put forward two sets of the
synthesis of the unconscious, which will be explained in detail. The ‘legitimate’ uses
of these syntheses, produce the unconscious in a way that is immanent to its own
functioning. The ‘illegitimate’ uses of these syntheses, on the other hand, repress this
production by imposing upon it a franscendent organising principle (i.e. meaning) and
thereby limiting it. It will be shown that ‘Oedipal’ or normalised consciousness is
produced only through such repression. | show that this production via the repression
of consciousness for Deleuze and Guattari conceals the illusion of autonomous
subject, which | drew out in the previous chapters. While this illusion is only alluded
to in Anti-Oedipus, | demonstrate that it still provides a privileged angle for

understanding its immanent ethics.

Drawing on Anti-Oedipus, | then situate this ethics within the context of our current
social formation, which Deleuze and Guattari perceive as distinctly capitalist. For
them, the functioning of the capitalist market disrupts the hierarchies of values, norms
and traditions, which hitherto repressed unconscious production, and incites the
immanence of schizophrenia. Conversely, Deleuze and Guattari propose that, in
order to counter these unleashed schizophrenic flows, capitalism mobilises ‘all its vast
powers of repression’.%? This mobilisation they equate with the forces of paranoia.
Schizoanalysis is, then, situated between these two libidinal poles of capitalism,
schizophrenia and paranoia. | show that schizoanalysis aims to disentangle paranoid
formations in the unconscious and thus revive its productive schizophrenic
functioning. This re-structuring and unleashing of unconscious dispositions is
reflected in the (partial) undoing of the Oedipal consciousness and, according to
Deleuze and Guattari, leads to the situation in which it is possible for a person to
produce ‘himself as a free man’.>® | argue that this schizoid freedom is more

Nietzschean than it is Spinozist.

In my conclusion | seek to isolate the main elements of Deleuze’s ethics of

immanence. | review the trajectory of their development from his engagement with

52 Deleuze and Guattari, Anti-Oedipus, p. 34.
53 Ibid., p. 131.
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Spinoza to Nietzsche to Anti-Oedpus, and show how schizoanalysis both embraces
and diverges from Deleuze’s readings of Spinoza and Nietzsche. By engaging with
Deleuze’s claim that ‘[w]e do not live or think [...] in the same way’ on the plane of
immanence and on the plan of organisation, | reflect on the illusions of consciousness
as the passage between two plan(e)s.>* This reflection takes the form of an extended
prolegomenon to the possibility of any future immanent ethics. In this prolegomenon
| seek to lay out the field of possibility of ethical activity that lies beyond the false
sense of subjective freedom that inhibits our vital powers. Building on the outlined
conditions of possibility, | offer a speculation on the tasks of any future immanent

ethics.

Chapter 1 — Spinoza and the Discovery of the Unconscious:

Consciousness as Dreaming with One’s Eyes Open

‘Setting out a plane of immanence, tracing out a field of immanence’, claims Deleuze,
‘is something all the authors I've worked on have done’.>® What Is Philosophy?, co-
authored with Guattari, adds that Spinoza ‘thought the "best" plane of immanence’.%
Spinoza’s plane of immanence, they propose, ‘does not hand itself over to the
transcendent or restore any transcendent [and] inspires the fewest illusions, bad
feelings, and erroneous perceptions’.’” | suggest that not only does the plane of
immanence that Spinoza constructs in his Ethics preclude any new illusions, but that
its main ethical aim can be understood in terms of the overcoming of illusions that
arise inevitably about what consciousness is. ‘The fact is’, claims Deleuze in Spinoza:
Practical Philosophy, ‘that consciousness is by nature the locus of an illusion’.%®
Deleuze claims that, for Spinoza, consciousness is constituted only as a site of
illusion. The nature of this site will be unpacked in this chapter. | argue that Deleuze’s
rendition of Spinoza and his conception of illusions of consciousness provides us with

a key starting point and a persistent feature of the ethics of immanence.

In Spinoza: Practical Philosophy Deleuze differentiates between two constitutive

illusions of consciousness, namely, ‘the psychological illusion of freedom’ and ‘the

54 Deleuze, Spinoza: Practical Philosophy, p. 128.
%5 Deleuze, ‘On Philosophy’, p. 45.

%6 Deleuze and Guattari, What is Philosophy?, p. 60.
57 Ibid.

8 Deleuze, Spinoza: Practical Philosophy, p. 19.
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theological illusion of finality’.>® The first one of these illusions corresponds to the
illusion of autonomous subjectivity and will thus be the focus of this chapter. This
illusion is clearly of central importance for both Deleuze and Spinoza as it is, as we
will see, related to several key conceptual issues. Deleuze in fact makes explicit that
‘freedom is a fundamental illusion of consciousness’.®® The second illusion, in
conjunction with the first one, appears only in the Appendix to Book 1 of Ethics. The
overlap of these two illusions as they appear there is aptly summed up by Hasana

Sharp. For Sharp, these illusions, when combined, reflect

a notion of reality designed for human use and enjoyment (finalist illusion)
by a God who can offer or withhold love (theological illusion) from an
individual who can freely earn or fail to be worthy of salvation (freedom
illusion).®’

These illusions are thus a matter that the belief that everything in existence has its
own pre-determined purpose, and that acting in accordance with this divine purpose
leads to redemption. Like Beth Lord, who links this belief to ‘the Christian worldview
as it was in the seventeenth century’, Sharp too rightly observes that this illusion was
relevant to Spinoza’s socio-historical context.®? ‘Rather than constituting
consciousness as such’, she proposes, ‘it aptly describes what might loosely be called
Christian psychology’.®® Since the relevance of the theological illusion of finality is

limited to a particular context, it will not be discussed in this thesis.

In addition to the illusion of subjective freedom, which | claim is crucial for
understanding of Deleuze’s immanent ethics, Spinoza also examines the other main
thread of this thesis, that of value. In Spinoza: Practical Philosophy Deleuze in fact
proposes that ‘the illusion of values is indistinguishable from the illusion of
consciousness’.®* According to him, there is nothing transcendent or substantive
about these values. Like our subjectivities, these valuations are not external to the
realm of material forces, nor do they in any way faithfully represent reality. Instead,

Deleuze maintains that these values are produced immanently. Put differently, the

% Ibid., p. 60. Deleuze initially proposes that consciousness is constituted by a triple illusion
(that of freedom, finality, and theological illusion) (/bid., p. 20), but later on conflates the last
two into one illusion.

80 Ibid., p. 70.

61 Hasana Sharp, Spinoza and the Politics of Renaturalisation (Chicago: The University of
Chicago Press, 2011), p. 135.

62 Beth Lord, Spinoza’s Ethics (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2010), p. 46.

63 Sharp, Politics of Renaturalisation, p. 135.

64 Deleuze, Spinoza: Practical Philosophy, p. 23.
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way we assign value to things and actions is compelled in the same way as our
conscious will is. Due to this common manner of determination of our will and
valuation, one which will explained in detail in this chapter, there is a significant

overlap between the illusion of free will and that of values.

Deleuze also maintains that this immanent determination of will and values is covered
up by the same kind of illusion. Deleuze characterises the common structure of these
two illusions in the following manner: its nature is such ‘that it registers effects, but it
knows nothing of causes’.®® In his view, both, our illusory belief in subjective freedom
and our illusion of an unrestricted value judgement, are based on confusing mere
effects for actual causes. More precisely, illusions of consciousness turn on mistaking
the awareness of the effects that other bodies exert on our body for its own
autonomous causal agency. In correspondence with the two literary images
discussed above in the introduction, one can say that we thus believe that we are free
because we are conscious of our thoughts, actions, and values, but ignorant of the
actual causal network, the unfathomable ‘winds’, that shaped them. It could therefore
be said that from Deleuze’s perspective the ethical overcoming of the illusion of
consciousness would thus amount to grasping the effective order of causality that
articulates our thoughts and actions, and produces our evaluations. This order of
causes for him concerns ‘the laws of composition’, which in the same manner

structure encounters between bodies and ideas.

According to Deleuze’s rendition of Spinoza, the illusory nature of consciousness
should be first of all understood though consciousness’s relation to the unconscious.
Deleuze proposes that, for Spinoza, ‘[clonsciousness is completely immersed in the
unconscious’.®® The unconscious that prompts our conscious thought is linked to
Spinoza’s idea of conatus, which Deleuze defines as ‘the effort by which each thing
strives to persevere in its being’.®” From Spinoza’s perspective, conatus is an
unconscious drive that instinctively compels us to act and think in a way that is
conducive to our continuing existence. As will be seen, according to Spinoza, our
ideas, evaluations and actions are produced as knee-jerk reactions to the positive or
negative effect, i.e. enhancing and diminishing, that other entities claim on our

conative drive.

8 Ibid., p. 19.
% Ibid., p. 59.
67 Ibid., p. 21.
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Due to Spinoza’s subordination of consciousness to the unconscious, Deleuze rightly
suggests that in regard to this subordination ‘Nietzsche is strictly Spinozian’, a point
which will be argued in detail in my second chapter.®® Insofar as our behaviour is
triggered by the influence that other entities exert on our conatus, we exist in what
Spinoza understands as the state of ‘bondage’, a condition in which we remain utterly
dependent on the external situation in which we find ourselves. Insofar as we remain
in this subjected state, Deleuze sees us as no different from children: ‘ignorant of
causes and natures, reduced to the consciousness of events, condemned to undergo
effects, [children] are slaves of everything, anxious and unhappy’.?® The degree of

our enslavement is proportionate to our ‘passivity’ and ‘inadequacy’.

Significantly, Deleuze notes that in ascribing illusory status to consciousness Spinoza
does not devalue thought. On the contrary, on his account Spinoza discovers ‘an
unconscious of thought just as profound as the unknown of the body.”® This
unconscious thought is for Deleuze a matter of affect, which he understands in terms
of variations of intensity. These intensive variations consist of increases and
decreases in our conatus, the drive which constitutes our power of acting (the latter
is for Spinoza, as we will see, inseparable from our power of thinking). Deleuze
frames Spinoza’s ethical imperative also in terms of our power of acting. He suggests
that the latter is achieved when a person ‘comes into possession of his power of
acting’, which is no longer articulated by random encounters with other entities, but
rather actively exercised by us.”" In this chapter | argue that actively exercising one’s
power of acting amounts to overcoming the illusions of consciousness. The latter
consists of formulating adequate ideas which reconfigure our unconscious
dispositions so that they become aligned with the laws that articulate life on the plane
of immanence. It is this ethical task that Deleuze terms ‘a voyage in immanence’,
where ‘immanence is the unconscious itself, and the conquest of the unconscious’.”
By explicating Spinoza’s ethics in these terms, this chapter will lay down the
conceptual foundation for Deleuze’s ethics of immanence, which will be constructed

throughout this thesis.

%8 Ibid.

% Ibid., pp. 19-20.
0 Ibid., p. 19.

" Ibid., p. 70.

2 Ibid., p. 29.
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i) Collapsing the Empire within an Empire: Constructing Spinoza’s Plane

of Immanence

To approach the plane of immanence that Deleuze discovers in Spinoza, we should
start with Spinoza’s critique of human freedom. The distillation of the latter can be
found in Spinoza’s rejection of the idea of human being in nature as ‘an empire within
empire’.”® Since this notion is presupposed by Deleuze’s reading of Spinoza, but
remains implicit, it is worth drawing it out. Spinoza explains that according to this
conception, the human ‘has absolute power over his actions, and is determined by no
other source than himself.”* From this perspective, humans are distinguished from
non-human beings through the ability to moderate and suppress their drives and
desires, and are as such capable of a degree of self-determination. Here the
conscious aspect of the self is able to subordinate bodily drives to the expressions of
its will. For Deleuze, it is precisely ‘attributing to the mind an imaginary power over
the body’ that constitutes the illusion of free will.”® In virtue of being free in choosing
our actions, human beings are seen as standing in opposition to the rest of existence

and exerting mastery over it.

Spinoza’s figure of a human being as an empire within an empire anticipates Deleuze
and Guattari’s figure of the schizophrenic, which will be discussed in my third chapter.
I claim that the ethical aspect of a schizophrenic, who is in ‘intimate contact with
profound life of all forms’, can be best understood in opposition to a person who
succumbs to the illusion of autonomy.” Like Deleuze and Guattari in Anti-Oedipus,
Spinoza denies any ontological priority to humanity. Instead of seeing the latter as a
kind of a supematural phenomenon, he maintains that human behaviour follows the
same laws as every other natural phenomenon. Human conative drive, which directs
our conscious thoughts and our actions, is for him thoroughly embedded in and
determined by the forces that shape its ideational and material environment.

According to Spinoza’s unique ontological vision, our mental inclinations and our

3 Baruch Spinoza, Ethics, in The Complete Works, ed. Michael L. Morgan, trans. Samuel
Shirley (Indianapolis: Hackett, 2002), pp. 213—-282 (p. 277). The translation of the phrase in
question was modified by myself. My citations of Ethics will, when needed, follow the standard
conventions which include the symbols ‘E’ for Ethics, ‘DEF’ for definitions, ‘A’ for axioms, ‘L’
for lemmas, ‘P’ for propositions, ‘C’ for corollaries, ‘D’ for demonstrations, ‘S’ for scholia, ‘EX’
for explications, ‘PR’ for prefaces.

™ Ibid.

5 Deleuze, Spinoza: Practical Philosophy, p. 60.

6 Deleuze and Guattari, Anti-Oedipus, p. 4.
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bodily movements are, as | will explain, determined in parallel, but remain causally

independent from one another.

In Spinoza’s view, conatus is closely related to what he understands as the essence
of every existing entity. He proposes that from the essence of a human (like any other
entity) ‘necessarily follow those things that tend to his preservation, and which man
is thus determined to perform’.”” Deleuze’s reading of Spinoza establishes a strict
distinction between the idea of conatus and that of essence. For Deleuze, the
essence of every existing entity consists of its singular ‘degree of power or intensity’.”®
This (more or less) fixed quantity of power or energy marks out everything concerning
what any entity is.”® The essence of every entity should thus be understood as its
unique power of acting: an entity is what it is capable of doing. This ontological
equation between being and power to act and produce remains a permanent feature

of immanent ethics.

Daniela Voss rightly suggests that in Deleuze’s reading of Spinoza, power is a
superior term to conatus.®’ By prioritising the former, Deleuze is able to claim ‘that
entire Ethics presents itself as a theory of power’ 2! He is able to differentiate between
essence as a pure intensity and conatus by suggesting that ‘conatus is indeed a
mode’s essence (or degree of power) once the mode has begun to exist ® It is only
once an intensive degree of power comes into existence by being embodied in its
extensive bodily parts, that this degree of power is manifested as conative drive. The
degree of power as the conatus of an entity manifests itself as an innate vital force
that determines the entity to endeavour to persist in existence and continue to
exercise its powers. From this perspective, then, every existing entity is characterised
by this conative drive, which is its very essence. This essence constitutes the being
of every existing entity, be it an animal or a person, or even an inanimate object such

as a stone.®

7 Spinoza, Ethics, p. 284.

78 Gilles Deleuze, Expressionism, p. 209.

® According to Deleuze, this degree of power should be seen as ‘endowed with a kind of
elasticity’, which changes with individual’s ‘growth, aging, iliness’ (Ibid., p. 222).

8 Daniela Voss, ‘Intensity and the Missing Virtual: Deleuze's Reading of Spinoza’, Deleuze
Studies, Volume 11 Issue 2 (2017), 156—73 (p. 159).

81 Deleuze, Spinoza: Practical Philosophy, p. 104.

82 Deleuze, Expressionism, p. 222. Emphasis by Deleuze.

8 For Spinoza, a stone strives to maintain its shape, weight, consistency etc., in its encounters
with the sun, water, its contact with other stones etc.
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Spinoza links the idea of conatus with that of desire, which will be used to navigate
my argument. If conatus is seen as the general tendency to stay in existence that
marks every individual entity, then in each individual case desire should be
understood as a particular expression of this tendency. Focusing on the idea of desire
will allow me to examine both illusions of consciousness, i.e. those of autonomous
freedom and transcendent value. The examination of how our desiring inclinations
are articulated will allow me to analyse the emergence of not only the illusion of free
will but also that of value judgement, which will be shown to be just as instinctive and
involuntary. Spinoza defines desire as ‘the very essence of man insofar as his
essence is conceived as determined to any action from any given affection of itself’.®*
For him, desire is the vital drive to persevere in being that expresses itself as a
response to some external stimuli. These affections caused by external entities claim
influence on a person’s vital powers, which results in an instinctive desiring movement

to negotiate this influence.

Determined by these affections, which can be either enhancing or diminishing, desire
manifests the entity’s power of acting in concrete behaviour that is oriented toward
preserving or increasing this vital power. As will be shown, this effort sometimes
compels us, as Deleuze suggests, ‘to ward off an affection that we do not like,
sometimes to hold on to an affection we like’.®° Desire understood in this way is less
an abstract wish than a (bodily as well as mental) movement or inclination towards or
away from something. In general, our desires are directed by what we deem as
advantageous to our conative drive and thus valuable, and away from what we deem
as damaging and thus without positive value.®® What needs to be established now is
the way in which, for Spinoza, our desires are ‘determined to any action’ and thus
involuntary. The nature of this determination is for Spinoza and Deleuze linked to the
deceptive experience of freedom of choice that characterises human self-

understanding.

The explanation of illusory human freedom can be advanced by another definition of

desire that Spinoza provides. According to the latter, desire is nothing but conatus

84 Spinoza, Ethics, p. 311.

8 Deleuze, Expressionism, p. 231.

8 Here we can see that the will's illusive ability to exert power over the body, which allegedly
allows it to choose between different actions, is intrinsically related to the ability to judge some
actions as more desirable or valuable than others.
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‘accompanied by the consciousness thereof .#” Deleuze paraphrases this definition
by proposing that ‘conatus having become conscious of itself under this or that affect
is called desire’ .28 Desire, then, is the inclination that we become aware of as a result
of our unconscious conative drive being either enhanced or inhibited by an affecting
entity. It is precisely here that we can locate the illusion of autonomous subject.
Deleuze suggests that it is by ‘considering only [enhancing or inhibiting] effects whose
causes it is essentially ignorant of, consciousness can believe itself free, attributing
to the mind an imaginary power over the body’.2® Human subjects tend to consider
themselves as free and unrestrained in their thoughts and actions because they are,
as Spinoza puts it, ‘conscious of their desire and unaware of the causes by which
they are determined [to desire]’.*

Our illusory sense of freedom is, then, grounded in the fact that we are aware of what
we are attracted to or repelled by, but completely oblivious to what caused these
inclinations. As such, we mistake the awareness of our desires for their origin. Since
consciousness is in no way the actual origin of our desires, these desires cannot be
considered to be self-generated. Explanation of the actual causation that produces
human desires requires a longer recourse to Deleuze’s idiosyncratic account of
Spinoza’s complex and elaborate ontological vision. As | suggest that the ethical
overcoming of illusions of consciousness consists of grasping the actual causal laws
that organise our existence, mapping out this ontological account will provide the

basis for the rest of my argument.

In Gilles Deleuze: An Apprenticeship in Philosophy, Hardt proposes that Deleuze’a
main challenge with Spinoza is ‘to maintain a strictly materialist interpretation of
Spinoza’s ontology’.®' According to Hardt, a materialist ontology is ‘an ontology that
does not found being in thought'.®? | will demonstrate that Deleuze’s interpretation

combats the privilege of consciousness by locating being in the intensive power,

87 Spinoza, Ethics, p. 284.

88 Deleuze, Spinoza: Practical Philosophy, p. 99.

8 Ibid., p. 60.

% Baruch Spinoza, ‘Letter 58, in The Complete Works, ed. Michael L. Morgan, trans. Samuel
Shirley (Indianapolis: Hackett, 2002), pp. 908-10 (p. 909).

9! Hardt, Gilles Deleuze, p. 74.

92 Ibid., p. 75. Hardt rightly clarifies that ‘[m]aterialism should never be confused with a simple
priority of body over mind, of the physical over the intellectual. [The] materialist correction is
not an inversion of the priority, but the proposition of an equality in principle between the
corporeal and the intellectual.’ (Ibid.) This materialist correction is manifests itself in Deleuze’s
conception of ‘ontological parallelism’, which Hardt sees as an original interpretation in
Spinoza studies, and which will be elucidated bellow.
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which precedes and produces our subjectivities. To trace Deleuze’s interpretation of
Spinoza’s ontology, | will unpack what he calls ‘the first triad of substance’ in
Expressionism in Philosophy: Spinoza.®® Hardt restates this triad in the following

terms:

Through the attributes (the expressions), substance (the expressing agent) is
absolutely immanent in the world of modes (the expressed).*

Let us begin by clarifying the concept of substance, which Hardt sees as the
expressing agent and thus the primary concept. Spinoza conceptualises the entirety
of existence in terms of an all-encompassing substance which he famously refers to
as ‘Deus, sive Natura', i.e., God, which is the same as nature. Spinoza’'s
contemporary, Descartes, conceives of existence as consisting of separate
substances which have either mental or physical reality (bodies and minds) which are
different in kind. In contrast to this conception, Spinoza maintains that substance is
one and the same everywhere. This unitary substance expresses itself in an infinite
number of attributes, among which human beings can access those of thought and

extension.

Attributes should be understood as the different ways of being of this divine/natural
substance, which exists as a thinking being and as an extended being. Unlike
Descartes, who opposes physical and mental reality as different in nature, Spinoza
conceptualises attributes of thought and extension as two distinct yet corresponding
expressions of one unitary substance. According to Spinoza, these two attributes of
substance are not in relations of casual interdependence. God as a thinking being
cannot be the cause of an event in the attribute of extension, and vice versa. For
Spinoza, the two attributes are parallel to one another. Deleuze maintains that God
as substance expresses itself through thought and extension in a parallel manner, in
the same sense that one and the same explosion finds its parallel expressions in

sound, heat and light.”® As we will see, human beings also exist in this corresponding

9 Deleuze, Expressionism, p. 337.

% Hardt, Gilles Deleuze, p. 64.

9 This parallel expression of substance through its attributes is what Deleuze understands as
ontological parallelism, a doctrine that Hardt sees as the defining feature of his reading of
Spinoza. Deleuze contrasts this doctrine with ‘epistemological parallelism’, which privileges
the attribute of thought (Deleuze, Expressionism, p. 99). This privilege of thought is manifested
in its function as a means of perceiving every attribute of substance including itself. Instead of
seeing attributes as expressions of being, attributes are here understood as forms of
knowledge. This prioritising of intellect is characteristic of readings of Spinoza spanning from
Hegel to Althusser. For critical engagements with Deleuze’s ‘expressionist’ reading of Spinoza
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manner, i.e. as minds in the attribute of thought and as physical bodies in the attribute

of extension.

Since Spinoza holds that everything that exists is of the same nature, existence has
no exterior cause. There can be no divine entity that creates being from outside the
world.*® Consequently, Spinoza maintains that God is ‘the immanent, not the
transitive, cause of all things’.%” For him, God is not separate from existence; God’s
creations rather remain ‘in’ God as its parts, and are thus ontologically dependent on
it.% These creations in which God as the expressing agent remains immanent in are
referred to by Spinoza as modes of substance. As aptly summed up by Lord, the
difference between God as the cause of itself and God as the effect of itself is the
difference between substance and the world of modes.*® Like substance, modes exist

under two distinct yet parallel attributes of thought and extension.

God as the cause of itself, i.e. substance, is nothing but God’s essence, which is
according to Spinoza God’s own power (of acting or self-actualisation).' According
to Deleuze, the power expressed by God corresponds to the degrees of power that
constitute the essence of human and non-human entites (i.e. finite modes). This
sameness in kind between substance and the world of modes is what Deleuze
understands as ‘the univocity of being’, which will become, as we will see, the

underlying ontological principle of Anti-Oedipus.’’

God’s expressive power is self-
determined not in the sense that it freely chooses which conceived thing will it create,
but in that it is not determined by any other cause (as there is nothing else apart from
God in existence). Since God always unavoidably creates everything that it conceives
of, its power is expressed according to the principle of necessity, which will be

expanded on shortly.

see Pierre Macherey, ‘Encounter with Spinoza’, in Deleuze: A Critical Reader, ed. by Paul
Patton (Oxford: Blackwell Publishers, 1996), pp: 139-61, and Gillian Howie, Deleuze and
Spinoza: Aura of Expressionism (London: Palgrave, 2002).

% To think of God in this way, Spinoza suggests, is to anthropomorphise the divine. Spinoza
does this, to a certain extent, in his use of masculine personal pronouns when referring to
God.

97 Spinoza, Ethics, p. 229.

% |In E1P15 Spinoza suggests that ‘[w]hatever is, is in God, and nothing can be or be
conceived without God’ (/bid., p. 224).

% |ord, Spinoza’s Ethics, p. 37.

100 According to Spinoza, ‘God’s power is his very essence’ (Spinoza, Ethics, p. 238). God's
power is expressed, in the parallel manner, under the attributes of thought and extension.

01 Deleuze, Expressionism, p. 63.
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To proceed with our explanation of Deleuze’s account of Spinoza’s ontology, we now
need to further explicate the world of modes. Deleuze firstly differentiates between
infinite modes, which are eternal and unchanging, and finite modes, which are
transient and constantly changing. Infinite modes are differentiated into the categories
of the immediate infinite and the mediate infinite. The immediate infinite consists of
‘infinite intellect’ insofar as it expresses God as a thinking being, and of ‘infinite motion
and rest’ insofar as it expresses God as an extended being. Lord defines infinite
motion of rest as ‘the infinite set of variation of motion, which expresses all possible
ways that physical being can exist’.'® Conversely, she defines infinite intellect as ‘true

understanding of everything that exists’.'®

In Deleuze’s terms, the infinite immediate mode is composed of degrees of intensity,
which differ from one another only insofar as different shades of white differ from a
white wall. As noted, these intensities are essences of finite modes (‘essences of
bodies as elementary forces’ and ‘ideas of essences’) constituting their power of
acting and thinking. The infinite immediate mode gives rise to the mediate infinite
mode, which consists of the totality of laws that prescribe how existing bodies and
ideas are composed with regard to one another. The infinite mediate mode is
expressed in concrete entities existing for a limited period in space and time, i.e.
particular physical bodies or things considered under the attribute of extension, or

particular ideas or minds considered under the attribute of thought.'**

The formation of finite modes can be best explained through unpacking what each
finite mode consists of. According to Deleuze, an existing finite mode involves three

components:

a singular essence, which is a degree of power or intensity; a particular
existence, always composed of an infinity of extensive parts; and an individual
form that is the characteristic or expressive relation which corresponds
eternally to the mode’s essence, but through which also an infinity of parts are
temporarily related to that essence.'®

92| ord, Spinoza’s Ethics, p. 42.

193 Ibid., p. 43.

104 Spinoza’s conceptualisation of the relation between the mode’s physical body and its mind
will be explained shortly.

195 Deleuze, Expressionism, p. 209.
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A mode’s essence is its unique threshold of power.'® Modal essences are caused
directly by God as substance, and exist as contained in the immediate infinite mode,
which envelops the singular essence of every single possible mode that can be
brought into existence. Consequently, in Deleuze’s view, this degree of power is fixed
and eternal, and as such exists before and after the mode’s embodied existence. For
him, the immediate infinite mode should thus be understood as a sort of reservoir of
potential whose existence is no less actual.'”’ Deleuze indicates in the passage
quoted above that a modal essence corresponds to a characteristic relation through
which this essence expresses itself eternally. This characteristic relation should be
understood as a kind of distinctive intonation belonging to the vital forces of life that

constitute the essence.

Once a finite mode comes into existence, its singular essence is manifested as
conatus, the drive that determines it to endeavour for its continued existence. Yet
although the mode’s singular essence as conative drive compels its manner of
existing, this essence is not itself the cause of the mode’s particular existence. While
Deleuze proposes that the modal essence eternally expresses itself in a characteristic
relation, he maintains that ‘it is not the essence that determines an infinity of extensive
parts to enter into that relation’.'® The vital relation that characterises a human
embryo, for example, is not enforced by the expressive relation that eternally
corresponds to its singular essence, as the latter is not the cause through which the
embryo comes to exist. Instead, the characteristic relation though which the essence
of this embryo expresses itself is prescribed by the manner in which the cells that
bring the embryo into existence (and the particles that comprise these cells, as well
as particles that comprise these particles, an infinitum) are composed. The
characteristic relation is expressed in a way that eternally corresponds to mode’s

essence only when a mode manages to become active.

The conative power of an existing mode is thus a function of the characteristic relation
that subsumes the infinity of its extensive parts, and which is realised in these parts.

Deleuze refers to this relation that individuates a finite mode as one of ‘speed and

1% This intensive quantity demarcates all that the mode is potentially capable of doing, that is,
all the ways of moving the body, but also, in a parallel manner, the capacity of comprehending.
197 1t is important to note that these singular essences are not possibilities that God could have
created (that would indicate that God can choose what it will create). Instead, they have an
actual existence. Deleuze frequently emphasises the ‘physical reality’ of these singular
essences (/bid., pp. 193—4, p. 312).

198 Jbid., p. 209.
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slowness, motion and rest’, or, elsewhere, as ‘rhythm’.'® ‘If you have your appendix
removed,” Lord elucidates, ‘it ceases to be part of you — not because it is spatially
distinct from your body, but because it no longer communicates motion with your other
bodily parts’.!'® This characteristic pattern that realises the mode’s degree of power
manifests itself on different scales, and is constantly composed through, or
decomposed by, relations that characterise other modes. While the removal of an
appendix might not have a significant impact on one’s power of acting, the ability to
act would be gravely affected by digesting arsenic. The characteristic relation of
arsenic would destroy the characteristic pattern of one’s body, and thus obliterate
one’s conative drive.""" Similarly, but on a different level, a car and its driver
temporarily take up a common relation of movement and rest. If the driver-car
assemblage gets stuck in a traffic jam, its pattern of movement and rest is forced to
conform to the rhythm of congestion. Finite modes thus exist at different levels of

compositional complexity, all of which influence their power of acting.

Once a mode is in existence its essence is, therefore, not expressed in the same
eternal relation as contained in the immediate infinite mode. The degrees of power of
a finite mode are determined, rather, in accordance with what Deleuze terms the ‘laws
of composition and decomposition’.!’? According Deleuze, it is these laws that
‘determine the conditions in which a relation is actualised — that is, actually subsumes
extensive parts — or, on the other hand, ceases to be actualised’.'"® By regulating how
extensive parts combine with each other's characteristic relation, or, conversely,
decompose them, these laws vary the mode’s degree of power. In the example
above, such laws concern not only the composition that initially forms the embryo (the
precise manner in which a sperm fertilises an egg), but also the compositions that
allow for its continued existence (nutrients that nurture it, etc.). These laws also
regulate how the characteristic relation of this embryo, which eventually becomes a
fully-grown human being, is ultimately decomposed, which amounts to its death. Lord

suggests that these the laws that structure the encounters of finite modes under the

99 Gilles Deleuze, Spinoza: Practical Philosophy, p. 127, and Gilles Deleuze, ‘Spinoza and
the Three “Ethics”, in Essays Critical and Clinical, trans. by Daniel W. Smith and Michael A.
Greco (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1997), pp. 138-51 (p. 142).

"0 | ord, Spinoza’s Ethics, p. 62.

"1 Since modal essences are eternal, poisoning would not affect them. The mode’s essence
would continue to express itself in an eternal relation after the poisoned mode would cease to
exist.

"2 Deleuze, Expressionism, p. 211.

"3 Ibid., p. 209.

34



attribute of extension can be understood today in terms of modern science."'* From
this perspective, the totality of such laws prescribes how bodies compose on a
quantum-mechanical, chemical, biological, etc. level. In parallel to these physical
laws, Spinoza posits the existence of the totality of logical laws that determine the
composition of ideas under the attribute of thought. These corresponding physical

and logical laws together constitute the mediate infinite mode.

From the above it is clear that a particular finite mode is in the last instance not
brought into existence by infinite modes. While God through the immediate infinite
mode causes a mode’s essence, and through a mediate finite mode determines the
laws under which this essence is realised in virtue of being composed of infinite parts,
finite modes are only caused by God insofar as it exists as other finite modes.""®
Spinoza proposes that the existence of every finite mode requires another finite mode
that causes it.""® An embryo cannot initiate itself, but is rather produced by virtue of a
composition of cells, or, put otherwise (and more simply), a child is conceived by its
parents. The latter were in turn brought into existence by their own parents, who were
brought into existence by their parents, and so on. The birth of a child is hence caused
by this long chain of ancestors. If we then consider all the other causes required for
the existence of these ancestors (food, raiment, shelter, medicine, etc.), and the
causes of these causes (organised production of food, building tools and techniques,
organised medical science, chemistry, raw materials, etc.), we can see that the
existence of a child is a matter of a multiplicity of different finite modes. Similar infinite
webs of causes are then required for the child’s continued existence. In the final
instance, the existence of every finite mode is caused by, and can be referred back

to, the infinite entwinement of finite modes that precedes it.

As in case of God as substance, Spinoza sees the unfolding of substance in the world
of modes as a matter of necessity. This necessity, which characterises Spinoza’s
whole ontology, remains central to Deleuze’s reading of his philosophy. In Spinoza’s
view, ‘[n]othing in nature is contingent, but all things are from the necessity of divine

nature determined to exist and to act in a definite way’.""” | have explained that for

"4 Lord, Spinoza’s Ethics, p. 42.

5 As noted, Spinoza maintains that God is the only self-causing being in existence, or, put
differently, it is the only being whose existence follows from its essence (see E1P24, Spinoza,
Ethics, p. 224).

116 See E1P28 (Ibid., p. 224).

"7 Ibid., p. 234.
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Deleuze the world of modes is constituted by three different co-existing orders. These
orders, which structure the manner of existing of finite modes, correspond to three
orders of necessity. The necessity of the first two orders, that of singular essences
and laws of composition, is related to infinite modes. As noted, God is an immanent
cause of itself by nature and thus unavoidably creates everything that it can conceive
of. Infinite modes are the necessary effects or expressions of God’s essence, which
is nothing but its infinite power of expressing itself."’® These infinite modes, which
contain the singular essence of every possible finite mode (infinite immediate mode)

and laws of composition (infinite mediate mode), are eternal and unchanging.

The third order that constitutes the world of modes concerns the sphere of particular
finite modes that emerge out of the infinite causal web of other finite modes. This
sphere is one of ever-changing, transient modes, which come into existence and die
away. Spinoza refers to this order as one of ‘fortuitous’ or chance encounters.'® Yet,
Deleuze makes it clear that this does not mean that the order of encounters is in any
way random or undetermined. This order is, he proposes, only ‘fortuitous in relation
to the order of relations’, which can be accidentally composed and decomposed by
the laws of composition that structure encounters between finite modes.'?® Deleuze
instead suggest that ‘the order of encounters is itself perfectly determinate: its

necessity is that of extensive parts and their external determination ad infiniturm’.'*'

The necessity at stake in the order of encounters is linked to the assumption that the
existence of every finite mode inevitably requires an infinite web of other finite modes.
This causal web exactly determines the manner of a mode’s existence. The way in
which a human being comes to exist is determined by a composition of cells, which
are constructed out of genetic material that emerges out of an intricate history of
genetic lineages. These determinations interrelate with the type of nurture the infant
receives, including familial arrangements, pedagogic methods, nourishment,
medication, etc.'? Since none of these determining entities or structures are self-

determined, but act precisely in virtue of being bound by other external causes,

118 See E1P34 (Ibid., p. 238).

"9 Ibid., p. 262.

120 Deleuze, Expressionism, p. 238.

21 Ibid.

122 Each of these social practices is, of course, itself determined by the complex network of
causes that constitutes its history. Our existence is similarly affected by macro-structures such
as political systems or climate conditions, which equally affect our manner of being.
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Deleuze proposes that the infinite web of causes could have not unfolded in any other

way.

According to Deleuze’s account of Spinoza, human consciousness (and hence
desire) emerges out of these three modal orders of causal necessity, which express
the self-actualisation of substance. To these three coinciding modal orders of
determination correspond three different kinds of knowledge or ideas. Deleuze
proposes that ‘[tlhe first kind of knowledge (imagination) is constituted all by
inadequate ideas’.'?® This inadequate or imaginary knowledge, which is of the lowest
kind, emerges spontaneously in the sphere of chance encounters with other finite
modes. The sphere of imaginary knowledge is in perfect correspondence with the
illusion of free will. Here our desires appear as self-generated and our values as freely
formulated, when in fact we know nothing but the effects that other entities exert over

us, which are passively registered by our consciousness.

Spinoza’s ethical imperative consists of forming adequate ideas that are related to
two other types of knowledge, which apprehend our determinations linked to the
unchanging sphere of infinite modes, and amount to the knowledge of causes. As will
be shown in the next section, it is the formation of adequate ideas that puts one into
the possession of one’s power of acting, which for Deleuze corresponds to the
conquest of the unconscious. The lower form of adequate knowledge concerns laws
of composition, which are a matter of ideas that Deleuze equates with common
notions. The highest kind of knowledge is, according to him, one of ‘intuition’ or
‘beatitude’, which is the knowledge of singular essences in themselves. Deleuze,
possibly tongue in cheek, suggests that ‘[o]nly Spinoza has entered into the third kind’
of knowledge."®* Due to the potentially unattainable and somewhat obscure nature of
knowledge through intuition, my exploration of the ethical overcoming of

consciousness focuses on Deleuze’s theory of common notions.

123 Deleuze, Expressionism, p. 289.

124 Gilles Deleuze, ‘Lectures on Spinoza’'s Concept of  Affect,
<http://www.gold.ac.uk/medialimages-by-section/departments/research-centres-and-
units/research-centres/centre-for-invention-and-social-process/deleuze spinoza_affect.pdf>
[accessed 17 May 2018]
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ii) The Bondage of Consciousness: Enslavement to Imaginary Freedom

After outlining Deleuze’s reading of Spinoza’s complex ontology, and explaining the
place that human beings occupy in it, we can close in on the question of
consciousness by examining his conceptualisation of our mental and corporeal
existence. By analysing how our conative drive is determined to act at this level, | will
examine the processes that effectively constitute our subjectivities. This section also
develops the illusion of free will and that of value, which, | claim, provide a privileged
view point for understanding Deleuze’s ethics of immanence. | argue that these
illusions conceal the state of enslavement or bondage, which the immanent ethics
that Deleuze finds in Spinoza ultimately seeks to overcome. Spinoza describes this
abject state, which at the outset characterises every human being, as one in which
we are ‘at the mercy of external causes and are tossed about like the waves of the
sea when driven by the contrary winds, unsure of the outcome and of our fate’.'?
Insofar as our conatus, as the unconscious drive that orients our thought and actions,
is caused to act by external circumstances, Spinoza sees human beings as passive

and enslaved to tendencies produced by these circumstances.

To account for the production of these external determinations, let us first return to
one of Spinoza’s definitions of desire. According to Spinoza, desire is simply the
inclination of a mode’s conative drive when this drive is determined to any action from
any given affection of itself. If this affection is caused by an external body, we remain
passive in the production of the desire that follows from it. Conversely, if this affection
is actively caused by us, this brings about what Spinoza understands as freedom, a
state, reason, that will be explored in the next section. Yet, before we can discuss the
operations that enslave us, we have to zoom in on Spinoza’s conceptualisation of
affections or modifications that finite modes constantly undergo in encounters with

other finite modes.

This requires us to first introduce another characterisation of finite modes
conceptualised by Deleuze. | have already discussed finite modes in terms of their
distinctive relation of movement and rest, which is either composed with or is
decomposed by other encountered modes. In addition to this definition of an individual

mode, which he terms ‘kinetic’, Deleuze proposes another ‘dynamic’ definition.'?

125 Spinoza, Ethics, p. 320.
126 Deleuze, Practical Philosophy, p. 123.
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From the perspective of the latter, a mode is characterised by its ‘capacity for being
affected’, which corresponds to its degree of power.'?” Like the kinetic definition,
which distinguishes between the eternal relation in which essence expresses itself
and one that is actualised through interaction with other modes, the dynamic definition
too is characterised by a similar dichotomy. A mode’s capacity to be affected on the
one hand refers to a capacity (or threshold) that corresponds to a mode’s degree of
power which delimits all that this mode can be affected by. On the other, it relates to
the capacity that has been actualised through encounters with other modes.'® A
mode’s eternal capacity is thus in existence at all times and constituted by the
affections caused by other modes. These affections constantly exercise and vary the
mode’s power of acting, but also realise this capacity by sensitising it to some

excitations rather than others.

Spinoza’s account of affections that incessantly modify human beings (and other
modes) and produce desires depends on his understanding of the relation between
body and mind. As Deleuze adopts Spinoza’'s conception of affections and its
underlying body-mind relation without any significant alterations, | will develop them
through Spinoza. Spinoza conceptualises the body-mind relation in accordance with
the parallel yet independent relation that he establishes between the attribute of
thought and extension. For him, each existing human being is one mode, which exists
simultaneously as a finite mind under the attribute of thought and as a physical body
under the attribute of extension. He elucidates this relation by proposing that ‘[t]he
object of the idea constituting the human mind is a body’.'?® The human mind should
thus be understood as the idea whose object is the mind’s corresponding body. For

Spinoza, mind is nothing but a set of ideas about what happens in and to the body.

In fact, he suggests that ‘nothing can happen in [the] body without its being perceived
by the mind’.'* The complexity of the human body, a multifaceted combination of
different components and relations, is for him paralleled in the mind with an idea of

every such component and relation. Yet it is clear that we do not have complete

127 Ibid., 27.

128 Drawing on Deleuze, | will differentiate between the eternal and the currently realised
capacity for being affected by referring to the first as the virtual and to the latter as the actual.
For the parallels between the essence-existence relation in Deleuze’s reading of Spinoza and
Deleuze’s own conceptual relation of virtual-actual see Voss, ‘Intensity and the Missing
Virtual’, 156-73.

129 E2P13 (Spinoza, Ethics, p. 251).

130 Ibid.
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knowledge of what happens in our bodies. There are always sense perceptions and
bodily processes (most of our digestive processes, the activities of our immune
system, etc.) that remain ‘below’ (to speak metaphorically) the level of our
consciousness. If the human mind does indeed have an idea of everything that
happens in our body, then mind and consciousness cannot be taken as synonymous.
Instead, Spinoza situates consciousness at the nexus of mind and body. Apart from
the ideas one is conscious of, the mind also contains ideas of bodily affections and
processes that remain beyond consciousness. It is for this very reason that Deleuze
credits Spinoza with ‘a discovery of the unconscious, of an unconscious of thought
just as profound as the unknown of the body’."' This unconscious mode of thought
that parallels the unknown of the body is, according to Deleuze, a matter of affect,

which | return to below.

From Spinoza’s perspective, we become aware of the world through ideas (insofar
as they are conscious) about our bodily perceptions. As our bodily senses are
affected by other bodies (which they always are), there is an idea of these changes
in our mind. We grasp ourselves and our surroundings only through ‘affections of the
body’, which should be generally understood as modifications of the body perceived
through the senses, and ‘ideas of these affections’, which concern the corresponding
contents of consciousness.”? In accordance with body-mind parallelism, these two
ways of perceiving cannot influence one another. An idea is triggered though an
association with another idea that we had simultaneously with a similar bodily
affection at some previous point in time, a process, which Spinoza links to habit and
memory. For example, if one’s body perceives the smell of smoke, the corresponding

idea of a fire hazard might arise in one’s mind.

For Spinoza, encounters with other finite modes bring about durable changes upon
the self. He proposes that our bodies and minds retain physical and mental traces of
these encounters. As a result of being able to record these traces, our minds and
bodies are habituated in a particular way. Mnemonic traces can be involuntarily
reactivated by future encounters in the form of what Spinoza conceptualises as
images. He defines images as the ‘affections of the human body the ideas of which

set forth external bodies as if they were present to us’.'*® In this way, the smell of

31 Deleuze, Spinoza: Practical Philosophy, p. 19.
132 E2P17 (Spinoza, Ethics, p. 256).
133 Spinoza, Ethics, p. 257.
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smoke will most likely reactivate an idea of fire hazard in the mind of someone who
has been recently involved in a fire (and possibly send them into panic), but it might
evoke the idea of a camping site in the mind of a boy scout. When the mind re-
presents external bodies that are no longer present to itself in this way, Spinoza
maintains that the mind ‘imagines’.” It is critical to note that since our thoughts
inevitably arise from the interplay of mnemonic traces, Spinoza maintains that the
nature of consciousness is such that, until we manage to formulate a knowledge of a

higher kind, it is disposed to nothing but imagining.

In addition to the affections linked to images, Deleuze introduces a different kind of
modifications of our minds and bodies, which is another element that is specific to his
reading of Spinoza. Deleuze suggests that ‘[f[rom a given idea of an affection there
necessarily flow “affects” or feelings (affectus)’.’® His notion of affect will play a
significant role in the following chapters, and is, as we will see, one of the concepts
that are central to immanent ethics. For Deleuze, image-ideas, i.e. ideas about states
of our body being affected by another body, cause affects which should be seen as
lived transitions from one state to another.'™ Unlike image-ideas, which concern
representational contents of consciousness, affects concern non-representational
thought, or what | have above referred to as the unconscious of thought (which
parallels the unknown of the body). As such, affects in themselves mean or represent
nothing, but are intrinsically linked to the images from which they flow. According to
Deleuze, affects correspond to transitions consisting of variations in one’s conative
drive, i.e. one’s power of acting. If affections linked to images are related to extended
states of body and mind, affects are intensive transitions that link the successive

states of body-mind to one another.

Deleuze distinguishes between two basic affects. He maintains that an encounter with
an external body fulfils our capacity to be affected in a way that increases or
decreases our power of acting. If the affecting body composes with our present

relation, then its power of acting is added to our own and we undergo an affect of joy.

134 For Spinoza, images initially concern the corresponding affections of body and mind. Bodily
affections are thus presupposed even when images are discussed as ideas of bodily affections
or imagining as the operation of the mind. We should also note here that images are linked to
the idea of representation. Correspondingly, Lord defines an image as ‘the representation of
a thing in thinking, language or pictures’. (Lord, Spinoza’s Ethics, p. 162.)

135 Deleuze, Expressionism, p. 220.

136 According to Deleuze, we are not conscious of this affective transition. No matter how
infinitesimally close the two subsequent states are, the transition always happens as if ‘behind
our backs’. See Deleuze, ‘Lectures on Spinoza’s Concept of Affect’.
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For example, we are thirsty and we drink a glass of water. Since water enters into a
composition with our body, its degree of power supplements our own. Our power of
acting is thus increased or expanded. The idea of joy as the increase of our power of
acting is, as it will be shown, at work in Deleuze’s interpretation of Nietzsche’s will to
power. It also underlies the concept of desiring-production in Anti-Oedipus.
Conversely, if the affecting body decomposes our characteristic relation, a part of our
power of acting is invested in warding off the disagreeable trace. Since a part of our
power is thus immobilised, our power of acting is decreased, and we undergo an

affect of sadness."’

If I catch a cold, this viral infection decomposes my characteristic
relation and diminishes my power of acting, as part of it is invested in fighting off the
virus. As a result of this decrease of my powers, | am not able to perform certain

actions (e.g. study).

Deleuze proposes that the effects that a mode claims on our power of acting are

reflected in our image of this mode. According to him,

[tlhe feeling affect (joy or sadness) follows from the image affection or idea
that it presupposes (the idea of the body that agrees with ours or does not
agree); and when the affect comes back upon the idea from which it follows,
the joy becomes love, and the sadness, hatred.'®®

According to Spinoza, the transition in our power that results from the state of being
affected by a mode leads to another state in which this effect is registered in the image
associated with this mode. We can imagine a situation in which we take an instant
dislike to someone only seconds after meeting them. The encounter with this person
has for some reason decreased our power of acting (we could say that we felt
inhibited by their presence), and this becomes mirrored in our idea of the person. Our
negative image is not the result of a value judgement we have consciously made in
relation to this person. In other words, it is not an act of conscious will. Rather, our
dislike for this person (the image we hold of them) is the result of us becoming aware
of the inhibition of our power of acting prompted by their presence. The negative
image of this person is an automatic and involuntary response to the diminishing of
our powers, of which this person is seen as the cause. Accordingly, the particular

states of body-mind (i.e. image-affections) that we understand as love and hate are

37 |f passive affections cut us off from that of which we are capable, this is because our power
of action is reduced to attaching itself to their traces, either in the attempt to preserve them if
they are joyful, or to ward them off if they are sad.
138 Deleuze, Spinoza: Practical Philosophy, p. 27.
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for Spinoza simply affects of joy and, respectively, sadness, ‘accompanied by the idea
of an external cause’."*® For him, our imaginary ideas of things are always affectively
loaded, i.e. associated with joy, sadness, or a bit of both. The two types of modification
that modes undergo, image-affections and affects, should thus be seen as distinct

but inseparable.™ This is why Deleuze proposes that images ‘envelop’ affects.'

At this point we can briefly recap Deleuze’s understanding of the functioning of the
mind in Spinoza. We have noted that from his perspective our minds and bodies are
habituated according to their random encounters with other modes. As a result, our
mind and bodies retain traces or images that indicate our past encounters and
envelop a variety of joyful and sad affects produced in these interactions. These
images are, according to Deleuze, ‘connected with one another according to an order
that is first of all that of memory or habit’."? If our body undergoes an affection that is
related to previous affections, this reactivates corresponding ideas and affects, which
our mind assembles into a new affectively loaded idea. In ‘Spinoza and the Three
“Ethics” Deleuze proposes that in this case ‘effects refer to effects, following an
associative chain that depends on the order of the simple chance encounters between
physical bodies’."*? In his view, newly produced images thus have as referents effects,
which he explains as ‘confused mixtures of bodies and obscure variations of

power’.'#

Deleuze maintains that images ‘do not have objects as their direct referents’.™ ‘[A]n
image’, he proposes, ‘is the idea of an affection which makes an object known to us
only by its effect. But such knowledge is not knowledge at all’.’*® Since images are
only the knowledge of effects, they correspond to the lowest form of knowledge, which
is composed of ‘inadequate’ ideas. The knowledge of effects is unreliable as it does
not disclose anything about the causality structuring the encounter, but instead merely
» 147

indicates, as Deleuze puts it, ‘a momentary state of our changing constitution’.

Spinoza’s famous example of such indication is our image of the sun, which due to

139 Spinoza, Ethics, p. 286.

40 While a feeling of hate itself represents nothing, it always implies an image of a hated
object, which is seen as the cause of the diminished power of acting.

41 Deleuze, ‘Lectures on Spinoza's Concept of Affect’.

42 Deleuze, Spinoza: Practical Philosophy, p. 74.

43 Deleuze, ‘Spinoza and the Three “Ethics™, p. 143.

44 Ibid., p. 141.

45 Ipid.

146 Deleuze, Expressionism, p. 147.
47 Ibid.
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the human perceptual apparatus, make the sun ‘seems to us to be about 200 feet
away’ — which it is not."*® Moreover, our images of the sun also envelop affects, the
corresponding variations of our power of acting, which are reflected in these images.
We perceive, for example, the sun as pleasant if it warms us up after being drenched
by the rain or as agonising if it keeps on burning our skin in the desert. Additionally,
such an image would echo all the mnemonic traces associated with the given
experience, which would contribute to its confusedness. Such images, therefore, do
not give us ‘adequate’ knowledge of the sun’s nature’ or the nature of our own body
(i.e. their singular essences as contained in the immediate infinite mode). Nor does
the image disclose the laws according to which the sun composes its relation with our
own body. Instead, here we know the sun only through the effects it claims on our
body.

It is precisely the awareness of these effects, when the latter are taken as to be self-
caused, that constitutes the illusion of consciousness. Insofar as this is the case,
Deleuze goes as far as to propose that ‘consciousness is only a dream with one’s
eyes open’.' To substantiate his somewhat radical statement, let us first consider
an example linked to illusion of autonomous subject. We have seen that for Deluze
desire is nothing but our essence as conatus insofar as an affection determines it to
do, or to imagine, this or that. Being affected by the presence of a disagreeable person
(or any other entity), our conatus, i.e. our drive to maintain and increase our power,
prompts us to act in a way that will remove this inhibition and regain its powers (e.g.
excuse ourselves and walk away). Desire is here simply the movement away from

this person, who is perceived as displeasing.'®

If someone diminishes our power more intensely and durably, then our conatus might
be expressed as a desire that is more severe. For example, if one’s neighbour keeps
playing loud music, one might want to call the police. Yet, this action will be
suspended if it is associated with images that envelop sad affects and are thus linked
with an anticipation of decrease in power. ‘He who hates someone will endeavour to
injure him’, says Spinoza, ‘unless he fears that he will suffer a greater injury in

151

return’.”™" If we imagine, based on the associative chain of previous traces, that the

148 Spinoza, Ethics, p. 326.

49 Deleuze, Spinoza: Practical Philosophy, p. 20.

%0 | ove and hate, too, can be seen as kinds of desire, as they involve our conative drive,
being determined by joy or sadness, to be inclined toward or away the cause of joy or sadness.
51 Spinoza, Ethics, p. 298.
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act of calling the police will entail a greater decrease in our power than our neighbour
turning off the music will increase it (we might feel ashamed of resorting to such
drastic measures), then we will refrain from doing so. In a similar manner, affections
of our conative drive orient our conscious thought, i.e. images we hold of things and
actions. If an external body affects our conatus with joy, this produces a desire to
prolong this joy in imagination. Consequently, we are determined to imagine this
external body, i.e., regard it as present even after it is no longer with us. If, conversely,
an external body affects us with sadness, this determines our conatus to endeavour
to ward off the images of this mode by striving to call to mind the images that exclude

this mode’s existence.

The key point here is that for Spinoza our suspension of action, or suppression of
imaginings, does not follow from an unrestrained decision of the conscious agent. In
accordance with his parallelism of mind and body, the conscious self cannot cause
material events, while physical bodies cannot cause mental events. Instead, Spinoza
proposes that ‘mental decisions are nothing more than the [conatus itself], varying
therefore according to the varying disposition of the body’.'*? Put differently, through
conatus each body strives to persist in extension and each mind in thought, which is
expressed in parallel manner in the decisions of the mind and the appetites of the
body. The way conatus reacts to an affection is as involuntarily in the case of our
decision to call (or not to call) the police as it is in the case of our body responding to

a viral infection by producing anti-bodies.

Desire, which in both cases concerns removing a disagreeable affection, is nothing
but the awareness of an instinctive manifestation of our conative power.
‘Consciousness’, claims Deleuze, ‘appears as the continual awareness [...] of the
variations and determinations of the conatus functioning in relation to other bodies or
other ideas’.’®® As already intimated above, consciousness cannot be seen as the
origin of this desire, but is merely a witness to its conative production. Consciousness
adds nothing to this production, but it is rather constituted as its side-product and
symptom. This secondary (i.e. produced) status of consciousness is, as we will see,

a permanent feature of Deleuze’s ethics of immanence.

152 Ipid. Spinoza originally proposes that our conscious decisions are nothing but appetites
themselves, but he takes the latter to be synonymous with conatus.
153 Deleuze, Spinoza: Practical Philosophy, p. 21.
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To substantiate this illusion of freedom that constitutes our consciousness, we can
examine Spinoza’s famous example of the stone that he employs in ‘Letter 58’. Here
Spinoza suggests that attributing freedom to human action is no less an error than
would be attributing it to a stone rolling down a hill if the latter were to be conscious

of itself.® ‘Conceive, if you please,’ he proposes,

that while continuing in motion the stone thinks, and knows that it is
endeavouring, as far as in it lies, to continue in motion. Now this stone, since
it is conscious only of its endeavour and is not at all indifferent, will surely think
it is completely free, and that it continues in motion for no other reason than
that it so wishes. This, then, is that human freedom which all men boast of
possessing, and which consists solely in this, that men are conscious of their
desire and unaware of the causes by which they are determined. In the same
way a baby thinks that it freely desires milk, an angry child revenge, and timid
man flight.'®®

If a stone rolling down a hill were to be aware of its desire to keep on moving while
being ignorant of the causes that determine its movement, Spinoza proposes that this
stone too would think that it were the undetermined source of its activity. The illusion
of human freedom has for him an equivalent structure. The conscious self mistakenly
sees itself as the origin (or cause) of its thoughts, actions, and desires, but it is only
a mute witness to the effects that external bodies claim on our conatus. In Spinoza’s
view, our behaviour is as un-free and determined as a baby’s desire for milk: both are
thoroughly instinctive.'® Similarly, a timid man is not free when he ascribes a higher
value to refraining from an action that he in fact desires. His judgement springs from
the fact that the images he associates with the desired action envelop joys that are
less intense than the forms of sadness enveloped in images associated with the
repercussions of this action. He is in fact seen as timid precisely because he is (due
to the particularity of retained traces) inhibited by circumstances that leave others

unaffected.

54 In Spinoza’s view, of course, the stone is to a certain degree conscious. In accordance with
his theory of parallelism, the material reality of the stone under the attribute of extension is
paralleled by an idea of everything that happens to that stone under the attribute of thought.
Human consciousness is more developed than a stone’s consciousness only because of the
higher complexity of the human body and not by virtue of some fundamental difference in kind.
155 Spinoza, ‘Letter 58', p. 909.

156 A baby’s conscious experience of hunger is not a matter of him or her consciously deciding
to be hungry, but a perception of a process that is already, in a parallel manner, taking place
in the body. It is the idea of the hungry state of the body that triggers an association to previous
ways of satisfying the emerging desire for nourishment.
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This deceptive articulation of ‘freedom’ is aptly summed up by Deleuze who proposes
that ‘[flreedom is a fundamental illusion of consciousness to the extent that the latter
is blind to causes, imagines possibilities and contingencies, and believes in the wilful
action of the mind on the body’."*” Overcoming the illusion of freedom is, in short, a
matter of forming adequate ideas regarding the unfolding of Spinoza’s universe. This
involves grasping the lack of causal interaction between attributes of thought and
extension, understanding the causal laws of composition that govern each of these
attributes, and in this way attuning oneself to the necessity according to which
existence unfolds itself. The necessity of causal laws, which dispel the illusion of
freedom linked to ideas of contingency and possibility, will be further explored in the
final section of this chapter. For now, let us note that succumbing to the illusion of
freedom that characterises our consciousness covers up the actual casual laws that

organise our world and leads to inadequate knowledge.

After outlining the illusion of freedom, we can now turn to the illusion of values. The
latter is, as noted, for Deleuze intrinsically related to that of consciousness. ‘Because

it is content to wait for and take in effects’, he proposes,

consciousness misapprehends all of Nature. Now, all that one needs in order
to moralise is to fail to understand’. It is clear that we have only to
misunderstand a law for it to appear to us in the form of a moral "You must."

158
The question of values is a matter of normative rules, laws and prescriptions, which
Deleuze discusses under the common banner of morality. Since no representation
merely represents (in the sense of objectively describing a phenomenon), but in fact
prescribes, every representation of ‘reality’ can be here understood as morality, which
is a point that will be expanded further on. Deleuze illustrates the misunderstanding
involved in the illusion of values through Spinoza’s well-known reading of the biblical

story of Adam and the forbidden fruit.

According to Spinoza, Adam, being ignorant of the laws of composition that structure
the causal relation between the apple and his body, interprets God’s ‘thou shall not
eat of the fruit’ as a moral prohibition (and not as a revealing of causal laws of nature,
which Spinoza takes it to be). In Spinoza’s view, then, God does not prohibit anything,

but as Deleuze sums up, merely ‘informs Adam that the fruit, by virtue of its

57 Deleuze, Practical Philosophy, p. 70.
158 Ibid., p. 23.
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composition, will decompose Adam's body. The fruit will act like arsenic’.®® Deleuze
maintains that Adam’s misunderstanding of God’s prohibition is no different in nature
from the common misunderstanding of the social or moral laws laid down by human
institutions. He suggests that ‘[llaw is always the transcendent instance that
determines the opposition of values (Good-Evil)."®® As such, it does not provide us
with any knowledge, but has no other effect than obedience. In this way, the social
and moral laws not only make nothing known, but they also distort our capacity to

grasp the order of eternal laws of compositions.

These values, laws and norms provide a multiplicity of social practices and structures,
which constitute the context for valuation of things and actions. Since these practices
by means of rewards and punishments distribute our joyful and sad affects, they
amount to the social apparatus that articulates our desires. Through the empowering
and/or inhibiting effects that this social apparatus claims on our conative drive, it
produces desiring movement towards or away from something and thus inevitably
transmits certain ideas of value. Explicitly linking the notion of desire to that of

valuation, Spinoza proposes that

we do not desire a thing because we judge it to be good; on the contrary, we
call the object of our desire good, and consequently the object of our aversion
bad. Therefore, it is according to his [affect] that everyone judges or deems
what is good, bad, better, worse, best, or worst."®"

In Spinoza’s view, our desire for something does not follow from an unrestricted
evaluation that precedes it. Desire is simply consciousness of our conatus already
determined by an affect to be inclined a certain way. Being determined to desire by a
series of moments of joy and/or sadness, we already have an inclination toward or
away from an object or action that is associated with these affects. In this way, we
imagine this object or action as good or bad, that is, enhancing or harmful to our
power of acting, and endeavour to continue to imagine it as present or exclude it from

our imagination, respectively.

159 Ibid., p. 31.

160 jbid., p. 24.

161 Spinoza, Ethics, p. 298. | have opted to modify Shirley’s translation (emotion) with the term
used by Deleuze (affect).
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According to Deleuze’s account of Spinoza, then, our value judgement is simply a
matter of the sum of affects that we have undergone in relation to the object or action

in question.'®? Spinoza corroborates this by proposing that

[bly “good” | understand here every kind of [joy] and furthermore whatever is
conducive thereto, and especially whatever satisfies a longing of any sort. By
“pad” | understand every kind of [sadness], and especially that which
frustrates a longing.'®

We value something as good because we associate it with joy, which produced in us
a desiring inclination of thoughts and actions toward it. Something is seen as having
value simply because we imagine that it will satisfy our desire, not because it would
be in any way inherently valuable. Conversely, something is bad because we
associate it with images that envelop sadness and this is why we recoil from it. It is in
the same manner, i.e. through the associative chain of mnemonic traces, as Deleuze
puts it, that we formulate judgements about what is beautiful or ugly, orderly or
confused, etc. As these valuations are based on images, these valuations do not
pertain to the essence of the evaluated object considered in itself, but mostly reflect

the perspective of a particular person.

Since every human being undergoes a singular series of affections, which actualise
our capacities to be affected in a different manner, we have to note that our desires
and corresponding values are produced differently. Our attractions and repulsions
follow from traces produced by the particular chain of causes that affected us, which
is why we differ from one another in our ideas about what is valuable and what is not.
In view of this, Spinoza proposes that ‘the miser judges wealth the best thing, and its
lack the worst thing. The ambitious man desires nothing so much as public acclaim,
and dreads nothing as much as disgrace’.'®* A person who exemplifies the desire to
possess money will ascribe high value to accumulating wealth, and see spending it
as bad. Equally, someone whose conative drive has been previously enhanced by

the approval by others (which is how Spinoza defines ambition) will endeavour to

162 According to Spinoza, we do not need to be directly affected by something to see it as good
or bad. From his perspective, we instinctively undergo an affect of sadness even if, e.g.,
someone hurts a person or a thing that we love (i.e. something associated with joy). This
incites us to hate the injuring person. Spinoza assumes the existence of a similar affective
involvement if we consider the person to be ‘like us’. For his intricate analysis of the economy
of affective imitation see E3P27, P34, P40 and P43.

'63 Spinoza, Ethics, p. 298. Here | have also opted to stick with Deleuze’s translation of affects
and replace Shirley’s ‘pleasure’ and ‘pain’ with ‘joy’ and ‘sadness’.

164 Ibid.
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replicate similar joys. Someone with a hangover will, by the same token, shudder by
the mere thought of alcohol. Different objects thus affect us differently at different
times, according to the changing dispositions of our body. For Spinoza, then, we do
not only differ in valuations from one another, but also from ourselves. ‘[Slince
everyone according to his [affect] judges what is good [and] what is bad [...],
proposes Spinoza, ‘it follows that men vary as much in judgment as in [affect].'®® Our
value judgements, either moral or otherwise, are for Spinoza simply a matter of
affective traces that have been produced in the encounter (or a cumulative series of
encounters) between the judged action or object and our conatus. ‘And’, concludes

Spinoza, ‘this is how everybody judges’.'®®

The conception of valuation that Deleuze finds in Spinoza, and his criticisms of illusory
accounts of its nature, can be expanded by introducing Spinoza’s notion of the
abstractions. Deleuze explains that we form abstract ideas when our (finite) mind
‘simply retains some selected characteristic from what affects it (man as a vertical
animal, man as a reasonable animal, or an animal that laughs)."®” While Deleuze
differentiates between different types of abstract ideas, the one at stake in the given
example correspond to general or universal notions.' According to Deleuze,
universal notions are a name we give to a number of individual modes that we
consider to be somehow similar. Examples of general notions given by Spinoza
include ideas such as those of ‘man’, ‘dog’ and ‘horse’, all of which indicate a certain
kind, type, or species (genus) of individual modes. General notions are assertions
about what things and phenomena are and what kind of things and phenomena they

are.

This assertion is based on the selected characteristic, the common essential trait,
which we retain from the random encounters with this particular type of entity. Given
the geo-historic context of our encounters, the retained trait that defines, to continue
with Deleuze’s example, a human being might be the upright posture, capacity to

reason, or to laugh. Universal notions are, hence, formed by means of our mind

165 E3P51s (Ibid., p. 304).

166 Jbid. When we judge others, for example, as fearless or timid, we simply compare them
through the affects that they are capable of. Someone who is inhibited by a thing that does
not affect us, will be thus seen as timid from our perspective. Similarly, someone who is not
affected by a thing that diminishes our power, will be seen as fearless.

'67 Deleuze, ‘Spinoza and the Three “Ethics™, p. 139.

168 Apart from general notions, Deleuze maintains that Spinoza’s idea of abstractions includes
also transcendental terms (like ‘thing’ or ‘entity’) and numbers. (See Deleuze, Spinoza:
Practical Philosophy, p. 44).
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habitually associating the (spoken or written) word ‘man’ with ideas of bodily
impressions of different human beings we have encountered.’®® For Spinoza, the
formation of universal notions indicates limited nature of human imagination. Our
capacity to imagine is surpassed ‘to the extent that the mind is unable to imagine the
unimportant differences of individuals (such as the complexion and stature of each,
and their exact number)."® Consequently, our mind imagines ‘man’ not as every
particular man we ever encountered, but as an indistinct bundle of their images.
These images are bundled together by virtue of their common characteristic(s), their

essential trait(s), which is (are) imagined clearly and distinctly.

In the introduction to part 4 of Ethics Spinoza proposes that these universal ideas
serve as normative models grounding our valuations. In his view, it is by comparing
individual modes to these normative models that we value modes as good or bad,
perfect or imperfect, each according to our general idea of this kind of mode. If, like
in Spinoza’s example, we encounter a house that agrees with the model of a house
that we hold, we will judge it to be finished, functional, aesthetically pleasing, etc. He
adds that we even judge natural phenomena (e.g. sunsets) in the same way (as if
God would create reality by trying to emulate some models that God has

)."" It is here that Deleuze locates his notion of morality. He suggests

preconceived
that we are within its domain insofar as we think in terms of normative models against
which we measure and evaluate things and actions. For Deleuze, morality is thus a
matter of judging individual modes in relation to our normative models of them, i.e.

general ideas and essential traits that characterise them.

A pertinent example of such a normative model is the idea of human being as a self-
contained acting agent. From this perspective, the essence that defines a human,
and differentiates it from other beings, is our capacity to regulate our bodily drives

and thus exercise our will. Yet, that does not mean that we are overwhelmed by

'89 |n additional to general notions based on direct experience of things, Spinoza maintains
that formation of general notions also originates ‘from symbols’ (E2P40s2 (Spinoza, Ethics, p.
267)). General notions formed in this way are based on representations of things in language,
pictures and other physical representations that give us ideas concerning these general
notions. An example of this double formation of a general notion can be found with the idea of
‘sexual intercourse’. Unlike hundred years ago, today this category has been expanded to
include oral sex, which was back then considered as a criminal offence. The example is taken
from writings of FuckTheory, accessed through Patreon.

170 E2P40s (Ibid., p. 266).

7 | have explained that according to Spinoza God necessarily creates everything that it
conceives.
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passions and carried away with our behaviour. The essence that makes us humans
is thus not necessarily realised. According to Deleuze, morality, whatever form it may
take, is precisely the enterprise of realising the essence which is taken as an end and

thus established as a value. Deleuze proposes that

the moral vision of the world is made of essence. The essence is only
potential. It is necessary to realise the essence, which will be done insofar as
essence is taken for an end, and the values ensure the realisation of the
essence. It is this ensemble which | would call morality.'”

In Deleuze’s view, morality judges and gives orders in the name of a general essence,
which is established as a norm."® The idea of the human being as an acting agent
implies a morality insofar as it sets up exercising our will as a value, and invites us to
pursue it. Although the direct focus of Spinoza’s critique of this conception of human
subject is Descartes, Sharp observes that this conception of humans as free and
unrestrained actors dominates the ‘humanist tradition from Descartes to Kant to
Hegel'."™ Moral perspective here measures instances of human behaviour against
this exclusive standard of freedom and self-determination whereas deviations are, as
Spinoza says, something to ‘bemoan, ridicule, despise, or, as is most frequently the
case, abuse’.'”® A more historically concrete example of morality can be found with
Christianity, which, for example, establishes acting out of pity as a model of good

conduct (i.e. value).

In general, morality as understood by Deleuze subordinates individual cases to
universal norms which prescribe what they essentially are or should be. In doing so,
it imposes onto existence an additional plan that organises it in a particular way, and
thus ‘always implies a dimension supplementary to the dimensions of the given'.'”®
Moral models evaluate what exists from the perspective that transcends existence,
and presuppose a principle that is superior to it, be it the Christian God, universal

values of Good and Evil, or, at the most fundamental level, the supremacy of

72 Gilles Deleuze, ‘Ontologie-Ethique’ lecture, trans. by Simon Duffy, on Webdeleuze.
<http://www.webdeleuze.com/textes/190> [accessed 4 May 2019].

73 For Deleuze, essences are never general, but always singular as they consist of a mode’s
degree of power.

74 Sharp, Politics of Renaturalisation, p. 6.

75 Spinoza, Ethics, p. 277. Here it becomes obvious that different normative models have
different impact on our conative drives. If we, for example, take someone who has diminished
our power of acting as a free and unrestrained cause, this accentuates our hate for this person,
which additionally inhibits us.

76 Deleuze, Spinoza: Practical Philosophy, p.128. ‘Development of forms and formation of
subjects’, Deleuze adds, ‘this is the basic feature of this first type of plan’ of organisation.
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humanity. This supplementary dimension that morality superimposes onto existence
is inevitably underlined by the exceptional status of human beings, which are seen as
capable of rising above the nexus of causal forces in which they are embedded by
subordinating the body and its instincts to the mind and its (moral) ideas. Any form of
morality as understood by Deleuze is thus based on the idea of a human ‘empire
within an empire’, of a free agent dominated by the illusion of a commanding and

autonomous consciousness.

It has already been noted that in What is Philosophy? Deleuze and Guattari, refer to
the illusion of values as ‘the illusion of universals’, which for them arises ‘when
concepts are confused with the plane’ of immanence.'”” They maintain that we fall
into the illusion of universals when we ‘think the universal explains, whereas it is what
must be explained’.'® The illusion consists of ascribing substantive status to our
mental representations of values and universal essences, and assumes that they in
fact faithfully represent things and phenomena. Conversely, Deleuze and Guattari
maintain that these universal notions must be explained precisely because they are
not given but rather produced. | have shown that that this illusion of universals is
already fully articulated in Deleuze’s reading of Spinoza. From the perspective of the
latter, our valuations of things and actions are subject to the same determinations we
examined in the case of the illusion of subjective freedom. As explained, Deleuze
maintains that our ideas about value emerge as a result of becoming conscious of
the affective variations we experience.® The conscious will (our mental decisions)
is, therefore, compelled in the same manner as our assignations of value (their mental
representations) insofar as they both spring from the complex series of the joyful and
sad random encounters. Due to their common root of production, | suggest that both
the illusions of free will and value can be grouped under the umbrella term illusions

of consciousness."®

77 Deleuze and Guattari, What is Philosophy?, p. 49.

78 Ipid.

79 It has to be noted that affects are reflected in our valuations only insofar as we are
conscious of them. If we remain unaware of them, such as in the case of nuclear radiation, we
do not form any value judgements about the affecting thing.

180 | thus suggest that illusions of consciousness involve the illusion of free will and the illusion
of values insofar as they are both constituted through a confusion of effects for causes. In the
case of the illusion of values, confusing the awareness of their production (as an effect of
unconscious forces) for a voluntary act of their assignation (a cause) is accompanied with the
false ascribing of substantive status to mental representations of these values.
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The illusions of consciousness just explained conceal the state of enslavement, which
Spinoza’s ethics seeks to overcome. Rising above this passive state remains central
to Deleuze’s rendition of Spinoza’s ethics. To characterise this state, lets us now
establish the connection between enslavement and the first kind of knowledge, which
consists of images or inadequate ideas. This kind of knowledge is, as explained, the
knowledge of effects. By way of example, my knowledge that fire is painful is nothing
but the idea of fire associated with the affect of sadness from all the times | have
burned myself, reinforced by ideas of cautionary warnings from others. Yet, while |
have an expectation that the heat will harm me, it is still possible for me to accidentally
burn my hand. The reason for this is that we constantly interact with an infinite number
of complex entities, composed of an infinity of parts that under different circumstances

ceaselessly claim influence on one another.®’

We are always part of multifaceted
compositions and structures the operations of which are impossible to calculate. Our
encounters with other entities are therefore also inseparable from different kinds of
unforeseen interventions. Even though | know that fire is bad for me, | will still get

burned if the fact that someone has left the stove on remains unnoticed.

Similarly, although | generally like oranges, there might be an occasion when they
have a negative impact on me. For example, if | eat an orange after having drunk milk
it might make me nauseous (the protein in milk does not combine with the acid in
oranges) and thus decrease my power of acting. Images of things are thus inadequate
insofar as they are the knowledge of effects these things at some point claimed on
us, which is always a matter of contingent circumstances. The latter include the
varying dispositions of my body, that of the evaluated mode, and the variety of factors
that impact them. Through these frozen images we regard these modes as still
present to us, even though the circumstances that mediated our encounters with them
might have been completely altered since then. It is due to this unreliability of our

imaginary valuations that Spinoza sees them as inadequate.

Significantly, in addition to these inadequate ideas, which arise from contingent
encounters with other modes, Deleuze (via Spinoza) conceptualises a kind of affects
that follow from these images. Since these affects, like images, emerge from merely

undergoing encounters with other entities, he sees the affects that follow them as

81 In E3P51 Spinoza suggests that ‘[d]ifferent men can be affected in different ways by one
and the same object, and one and the same man can be affected by one and the same object
in different ways at different times’. (Spinoza, Ethics, p. 347)
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passive, and terms them ‘passions’. Insofar as our capacity to be affected is fulfilled
by passions, these either increase or decrease our power of acting, but they do so
only by virtue of being prompted by an external cause. In other words, our power of
acting is exercised by contingent encounters with other modes that arbitrarily produce
in us passive affects of joy and sadness. When our conative drive is determined by
inadequate ideas and passions, our thoughts and actions are directed by a desire
that is imaginary. Imaginary desires incline us to move toward or away from what we
imagine to be good or bad, i.e. whatever we imagine to enhance or diminish our power

of acting.'®?

Yet, since our ideas about what is good or bad are inadequate, the satisfaction or
frustration of our desire will depend upon circumstances that are contingent and can
never be completely foreseen. Consequently, desires that arise from being acted on
by external things can ultimately prove damaging to our power of acting. The
examples of such harmful desires provided by Lord include nicotine addiction,
abusive relationships, different forms of conflict arising from hate, envy, resentment
etc., as well as other more overtly political desires that drive us, as Spinoza famously
puts it, to ‘fight for [our] servitude as if for salvation’.'® It is presicely this passive state,
in which we are, as we noted with Spinoza, ‘at the mercy of external causes and are
tossed about like the waves of the sea’, that corresponds to the state of bondage.
Bondage, then, is nothing but the state of being enslaved to imaginary desires related
to external objects that appear as the causes of our joys and sadness. In Anti-
Oedipus, Deleuze and Guattari suggest that this enslavement of our unconscious
forces, which can make us act in a way that diminishes our power, constitutes ‘the
fundamental problem of political philosophy’.”® | will argue that this inevitable co-
optation of unconsciousness is also a significant issue for Deleuze’s ethics of

immanence.

82 As | have explained, this desiring inclination orients our action as well as imagination. It
causes us to preserve the object seen as the cause of our joy, as well as to prolong the joy in
imagination by regarding this object as still present to us. An object seen as a cause of
sadness, on the other hand, determines our conative drive to endeavor to cut short its
presence in the physical domain and our imagination.

83 | ord, Spinoza’s Ethics, p. 105. Spinoza, Theological-Political Treatise, in The Complete
Works, ed. Michael L. Morgan, trans. Samuel Shirley (Indianapolis: Hackett, 2002), pp. 383—
584 (p. 389-90).

184 Deleuze and Guattari, Anti-Oedipus, p. 29.
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iii) Rectifying the lllusions of Consciousness: From Bondage to
Passions, to the Freedom of Necessity

| have shown that through his reading of Spinoza, Deleuze is able to construct a
conceptual apparatus consisting of a plane of immanence, i.e. the intensive power
that constitutes the being of substance and expresses itself in finite modes, and the
‘moral’ plan of organisation, which arises by means of illusions of consciousness. In
this section | will draw out the immanent ethics that Deleuze assembles in his account
of Spinoza. We have seen that to succumb to the illusion of free will and illusion of
values entails remaining at the level of an inadequate knowledge of effects, enslaved
to passions that follow from this knowledge. The ethical imperative that Deleuze takes
up from Spinoza consists in overcoming our bondage to imaginary desires for things

and actions, which can contingently enhance or diminish our power of acting.

This enslavement to inadequate ideas that underlie our illusory sense of freedom can
be for him rearticulated by forming adequate ideas about the actual causes of our
desires, and thus move beyond passively evaluating things solely by effects they
claim on us. | will argue that, according to Deleuze, it is only after we attain adequate
ideas that our consciousness becomes a reflection of actual causality, which is what
rectifies its illusions. Unlike inadequate valuations which spring from contingent
encounters and are ever-changing and unreliable, adequate ideas concern the
eternal sphere of infinite modes, and are, like their objects, unchanging. Formation of
adequate ideas attunes us to the necessity that structures the eternal sphere of

infinite modes, which | outlined in the first section.

My exploration of the ethical overcoming of the illusions of consciousness will be
based on the analysis of the first (i.e. the lower) kind of adequate ideas, the common
notions, which are, according to Deleuze, ‘central’ to Spinoza’s Ethics."®® For

Deleuze, common notions correspond to Spinoza’s idea of reason.'® It has to be

185 Deleuze, Spinoza: Practical Philosophy, p. 57.

186 Yet, Joe Hughes rightly points out a certain ambiguity in Deleuze’s treatment of the relation
between common notions (or ‘understanding’) and reason. Hughes observes that whereas in
Spinoza: Practical Philosophy and most of Expressionism the two concepts are conflated, a
differentiation between them appears in the final part of Expressionism. There, Hughes
explains, Deleuze establishes that common notions are ‘applied to objects of experience
(imaginings or perceptions), whereas reason forms concepts which do not have a correlate in
experience’, like, e.g., the idea of God (Joe Hughes, Philosophy After Deleuze (London:
Bloomsbury, 2012), p. 65). As this distinction is not central to my argument, | use the ideas of
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noted that this conception of reason is not in agreement with what Deleuze refers to
above as Reason with a capital R, that is, the ordering principle that organises the
plane of immanence from above. For Deleuze’s Spinoza, claims Moira Gatens,
‘[rleason cannot be seen as a transcendent or disembodied quality of the soul or mind
but rather reason [is] embodied and express[es] the quality and complexity of the
corporeal affects’.’® This ‘immanent conception of reason should thus not be
understood as a neutral instrument for regulating the ‘irrational’ affects, but rather as

formulated by means of affect.

For Deleuze, Spinoza’s common notions concern the laws that prescribe how
relations of movement and rest that characterise finite modes enter into composition
with one another. Building on Deleuze’s theory of common notions, | argue that it is
by grasping the necessity of these laws of reason that we can move past the illusion
of freedom and that of values. Since common notions as adequate ideas are a source
of active affects or ‘actions’, which are inevitably joyful and enhancing, their formation
allows us to come into possession of our power of acting. If we manage to form a
common notion, our conative drive is thus no longer determined to act by external
bodies, but by self-affection related to the joys of understanding. The latter are
permanently registered as mnemonic traces, and henceforth reflected in our
consciousness. | will argue that it is through formation of common notions that we can
attain what Spinoza understands as freedom, which is for him precisely not a matter
of volition or choice, but of the acknowledgement of eternal necessity. Since this
notion of freedom stands in opposition to the state of bondage, | will use it to guide
my explanation of the transition from imaginary desires that characterise the illusions
of consciousness, to coming into possession of the immanent powers operating on

the plane of immanence.

To explicate Spinoza’s idea of freedom from Deleuze’s perspective, | start by
unpacking Spinoza’s assertion that ‘[i]f men were born free, they would form no
conception of good and evil so long as they were free’.'® | have explained that
bondage is a state in which we are subject to desires dictated by external entities,

which are evaluated based on the passive affects they exert on our conatus (‘good’ if

common notions and reason as synonymous. For the significance of this distinction see
Hughes, Philosophy After Deleuze, p. 65-9.

87 Moira Gatens, ‘Through a Spinozist Lens: Ethology, Difference, Power’, in Deleuze: A
Critical Reader, ed. by Paul Patton (Oxford: Blackwell Publishers, 1996), pp: 162—-87 (p.166).
188 EAP68 (Spinoza, Ethics, p. 355).
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they enhance it, ‘bad’ if they diminish it). Spinoza defines this passivity by proposing
that we remain passive insofar as ‘something takes place in us, or follows from our
nature, of which we are only the partial cause’.'®® To elucidate the idea of partial, or
inadequate, causality, let us return to one of my previously given examples. When |
meet someone that | immediately dislike, | become witness to, rather than the cause
of, mental and bodily processes that are already taking place within me.'*® My image
of this person emerges automatically as a synthesis between the present state of my
body as affected by this person and the mnemonic traces that resonate with the
current affection. And yet, since my nature, a term synonymous with singular essence
and degree of power, reacts and thus participates in the production of my image of
this person and the passion that follows from it, my conative drive can still be said to
be their partial or inadequate cause.’ In this way, my conatus is determined, i.e.
prompted, by an external object to manifest itself as a desiring inclination, and is as

such an inadequate or partial cause of the actions and images that follow from it.

Spinoza defines freedom by contrasting it to the inadequate causality that
characterises the passivity of bondage. While discussing God, Spinoza proposes ‘that
thing is called free which exists from the necessity of its nature alone, and is
determined to act by itself alone’.'®? | have explained that God is the only entity in
existence that exists and acts by itself exclusively, and is as such the only thing that
is absolutely free.'®® This freedom cannot be claimed by finite modes whose
existence, as we have seen, is caused and conditioned by other finite modes.
Nevertheless, Spinoza maintains that finite modes are still capable of a degree of
freedom in their actions once they are brought into existence. This freedom is by no
means linked to the mind’s ability to freely subordinate the body to its ideas, but
emerges from, as outlined in the above-quoted definition of freedom, being
determined to act by the necessity of its essence alone. ‘Freedom is always linked to
essence and to what follows from it’, claims Deleuze, ‘not to will and to what governs
it." The essence of an existing finite mode is nothing but its conative drive to

maintain itself in existence and what necessarily follows from this is by definition

189 Ibid., p. 320.

190 To put it in Spinoza’s terms, | become conscious of my conatus being affected (inhibited)
by this person.

191 We should add that it is never only one cause, but a multiplicity of other entities that factor
into the encounter.

192 Ibid., p. 217.

193 As noted, God’s freedom is not that related to the choice of what it will create or not, but
that of acting from its own nature, which is nothing but its power of self-actualisation.

94 Deleuze, Practical Philosophy, p. 71.
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precisely that which contributes to this vital endeavour. If causality can be attributed
solely to a mode’s conatus, free from the influences of external causes, then the
effects that follow from conatus cannot be contrary to it. Instead, these effects can
only be augmenting to this drive, and thus joyful. When our power of acting is the
adequate cause of our ideas, actions and affects, these effects always enhance our

power.

Freedom understood in this way, as acting from one’s own nature, is first of all
freedom from negative affects. More precisely, it is freedom from passions, which can
be both sad and joyful, but of which our conatus is only an inadequate or partial cause.
Accordingly, Deleuze suggests that for Spinoza a human being ‘is free when he
comes into possession of his power of acting, that is, when his conatus is determined
by adequate ideas from which active affects follow’.'®®> Unlike the state of bondage in
which our power is exercised by contingent encounters with other modes, freedom is
characterised by being in control of our power of acting. Our conatus is here no longer
determined by images, which are unreliable and thus productive of potentially
damaging desires, but by adequate ideas through which we grasp the actual causes
of our affections. In the case of common notions, these causes concern laws of
composition, which structure how characteristic relations of finite modes combine with

each other.

According to Deleuze, adequate ideas allow us to come into possession of our power,
because their formation itself is productive of active affects. These inherently joyful
affects are thus not caused by external entities (i.e. food), but by our own power of
acting and they should be seen as a kind of self-affection. This state of being free
from the determinations caused by external factors will play a key role in the third
chapter of this thesis, where it will take the form of what Deleuze and Guattari
conceptualise as the body without organs. For Spinoza, active affects are caused by
our power of comprehension, which activates our power of acting. ‘When we have an
adequate idea’, observes Lord, ‘we know that we know it, and the mind necessarily
considers its own power of thinking, leading to joy’.'®® According to Lord, the formation
(or crystallisation) of an adequate idea in our mind is inevitably accompanied by the

joy of a “Eureka!” moment, which we experience when we grasp how things fit

195 Ibid., p. 70.
% | ord, Spinoza’s Ethics, p. 101. Spinoza conceptualises this joy of apprehension in E3P53
(Spinoza, Ethics, p. 305).
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together and so comprehend the logical consistency of our ideas. When this happens
we are certain that we have understood this idea, which is for Spinoza the criteria for
its adequacy.'’ In the case of active affects, then, it is the conscious thought that
initially produces the increase of the activity of unconscious (or non-representational)
mode of thought (i.e. the intensive variation of our conatus), and not the other way

around.

If we were born free, as Spinoza presupposes, all our ideas would be from the very
beginning caused by our own power of comprehension. All our ideas, then, would be
adequate and thus productive of active joys. As such, we would not experience any
affection that would not be a direct consequence of our conscious action. Since our
capacity for being affected would be at all times filled with the joys of understanding,
these joys would immunise us from experiencing any passive affects. In the absence
of passive joys and sadnesses, which underlie ideas of things as good and evil, our
value judgements, too, would be absent. If we could be free from experiencing
passions caused by external objects and events, we would be capable of
understanding that they are not objectively good or bad. They can be perceived as
such only from the perspective of particular finite modes. Instead, an adequate
evaluation of any object or event would amount to grasping that they are not valuable

in themselves; they just are.

In addition to the perspective of adequate causality of ideas, freedom from illusions
of consciousness can be also understood from the perspective of the content of
adequate ideas. Unlike images, which grasp things only through contingent effects
they claim on us, the content of adequate ideas consists of the knowledge of causes
that structure our encounters with other modes.'® Deleuze proposes that ‘[w]hat
defines freedom is an ‘“interior” and a “self” determined by necessity’.'®® | have
demonstrated that one is free through what necessarily follows from one’s essence,

but the necessity in question can also be understood in terms of the apprehension of

97 Lord points out that ‘[a]n adequate idea is an idea understood fully and truly: it is the activity
of thought that is sufficient and necessary for understanding the idea completely’ (Lord,
Spinoza’s Ethics, p. 74). Adequacy of an idea is for Spinoza a matter of apprehending its
coherence under the attribute of thought itself. In other words, idea’s adequacy is not a
question of the satisfactory representational relation between the idea and its object
considered under the attribute of extension.

%8 Since inadequate ideas concern the knowledge of effects separated from the knowledge
of causes, Spinoza also refers to such ideas as ‘conclusions without premises’ (Spinoza,
Ethics, p. 262).

99 Deleuze, Practical Philosophy, p. 70.
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causal necessity according to which the existence unfolds. As | explained, inadequate
ideas are linked to uncertainty, possibility and contingency. Not knowing for sure
(which concerns also the illusive freedom of choice that we attribute to ourselves and
others) is directly related to a large number of passions that Spinoza investigates in
Part 3 of the Ethics (hope, fear, doubt, but also pride, guilt, etc.).?®® Conversely,
adequate knowledge is for Spinoza a matter of eternal laws and singular essences
that articulate the expression of the infinite web of causes. The more adequate ideas
we form about the necessity of this expression, the more surely our consciousness

can anticipate it. This restrains the passions that arise from uncertainty.

Being able to foretell the unfolding of an event will, for example, remove the doubt
which constitutes the basis of fear and hope. Such understanding of necessity also
moderates passions that are consequent to an event. (This moderation, as | show
shortly, is not caused directly by our conscious will or imagination, but by the
structures that common notions impose on the latter.) From the standpoint of a free
person, writes Lord, ‘village-destroying tsunamis, mass murderers, malaria-spreading
mosquitoes and deformity-causing chemicals follow from the necessity of the divine
nature and that, from God’s perspective, these things are neither evil or good’.?*" If
we were able to comprehend this necessary expression of God, and in this way
incorporate everything that happens to us into our understanding, we would remain
untouched by every atrocious catastrophe. Put differently, total knowledge of God
sive Nature, would free us from passions, which would preclude the formation of
inadequate ideas about good and evil. Instead of evaluating them, a free person

would affirm such things as necessary.

Yet, Spinoza makes it clear that such freedom is absolutely impossible. Unlike God,
who as the only being in existence that can only be affected by itself has only active
affects, Spinoza suggests that ‘the force by which a man perseveres in existing is
limited, and infinitely surpassed by the power of external causes’.?*> Being only a
minuscule part of an infinite existence, which constantly affects us in a variety of ways,
our capacity to be affected is typically fulfilled with passive affects. In fact, for Spinoza,
being enslaved to passive affects and imaginary desires is the fundamental condition

of human existence. Since we are at all times immersed in a highly complex nexus of

200 For example, Spinoza defines fear as ‘the inconstant [sadness] arising from the idea of a
thing future or past, of whose outcome we are in some doubt’ (Spinoza, Ethics, p. 313).

201 |ord, Spinoza’s Ethics, p. 135.

202 Spinoza, Ethics, p. 324.
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cause and effects that is constantly in flux and frequently at the mercy of encounters
with entities that can completely overwhelm us, our power of acting is predominantly
exercised by passions. We are, therefore, very rarely adequate causes of the effects

(ideas, actions and affects) that follow from our essence.

In spite of this ‘pessimistic assessment of existence’, as Deleuze puts it, Spinoza
nevertheless allows for the possibility of forming adequate ideas about aspects of our
existence.?®® This opens up a leeway for an ethics, which provides Deleuze with the
main elements for his own ethics of immanence. From the perspective of common
notions, overcoming our enslavement to the passions produced in chance encounters
with other modes involves comprehending the laws of composition that constitute the
infinite mediate mode. As | have explained, common notions are a matter of eternal
laws that determine the interactions of bodies. Unlike images that grasp only the
effects that encountered bodies claim on our body, common notions relate to the
knowledge of causal necessity that articulates these interactions. According to
Deleuze, ‘a common notion is the representation of a composition between two or
more bodies, and a unity of this composition’; ‘it expresses the relations of agreement
or composition between existing bodies’.?*® A common notion, then, is an
apprehension of how a mode’s characteristic relations of movement and rest

compose with that of other mode(s), and thus vary the power of involved modes.

Spinoza’s prime example of this is that of poison which composes with blood in a way
that completely destroys its characteristic relation. Deleuze illustrates the difference
between images and common notions by glossing the different ways in which a
sunbather and a 19™-century painter relate to the sun.?®> While a sunbather knows
the sun only through joyful effects on his body, and accordingly sees it as pleasant,
the painter who goes out into nature cultivates a relation to the sun that is far more
complex. She pays close attention to the position of the sun, its path, and every slight
change in shadowing that follows from this. Based on the sun’s position, the painter
carefully composes her relation to the easel and canvas, but also to the wind. Through
a long process of experimentation, she learns to form a common notion explaining
the interaction of involved bodies. Another example provided by Deleuze is that of a

person who is able to swim. This person is capable of composing the characteristic

203 Deleuze, Expressionism, p. 273.
204 Deleuze, Practical Philosophy, p. 54.
205 Deleuze, ‘Lectures on Spinoza’s Concept of Affect’.
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relation of his body with that of the waves. Knowing how to move in relation to the
movement of the sea, a swimmer is able to successfully synch up with