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Panel 1 – “Philosophy, image, text” (Friday, 9:45-11:15) 

 

Patricia Farrell: “The poetics of making a difference in Sean Bonneyʼs Document” 

 

In this paper I want to present a reading of the poet, Sean Bonney’s,  Document: 

Poems, Diagrams, Manifestos July 7th 2005 – June 27th 2007 (London: Barque Press, 

2009) as a determined exercise in  turning the surface of the city, language, the body 

politic and the personal body of erotic intimacy, to remap the experience of 

Benjamin’s ‘revolutionary thinker’, reconfiguring an extended moment, London 

between the 7th of July 2005 bombings and the resignation of Tony Blair, in order to 

produce new spaces of potential thinking and behaviour in an economically and 

politically engineered space.  Reading Bonney’s project as a work of poetry and 

practical philosophy  - an enactment of an aesthetic event that produces its own 

ethical consequences – I want to consider its realization on the surface of the page as 

an expression of revolutionary desire and of Poetics as ‘production into presence’, in 

terms of Deleuze’s logic of the surface of sense and of the distinct/obscure refrain of 

differentiating difference that Deleuze draws from Leibniz, and Bonney from 

Benjamin’s reading of Baudelaire.  The surface is made and emerges from a sonic, 

haptic and intellectual immersion in series of shifts: simultaneous links, gaps, 

mutating repetitions between words, lines, sections, textual and visual structures.  

Revolutionary desire insists in the poetics of these turns within language; we are 

unlikely to revolt, as such, but a difference can be seen to be made in our way of 

being, through these small shifts in the poetics of reading and expression. 

 

Christian Gilliam: “Difference and Phenomenology: Prefiguring the Micropolitical” 

 

The aim of this paper is to explore the often-neglected role of difference within the 

French tradition of phenomenology, and the way this prefigures the notion of 

difference underpinning the micropolitics of Foucault and Deleuze. As opposed to 

retaining the notion of an intentional relation between nomination and the thing, 

wherein one breaks with the expressive sovereignty of the All-One of immanence or 

understands difference in oppositional terms, I provide an alternative reading of Sartre 

and Merleau-Ponty as sharing a project of immanence through the ontology of the 

flesh. That is, against both positivist and negativist conceptions of being, which 

conceive being as an objectivity posited before a subject and about which the visible 

can spread, the ontology of the flesh posits a world of degrees, distance, depth and 

difference, wherein the identities of being and nothingness are seen as simulacra, the 

result of a primary variation of relations. Although lacking a substantial theory of 

force, it is evident that such a position bares resemblance to a Deleuzian/Foucauldian 

notion of life, wherein conscious activity is no longer referred to a being, but rather 

posed in ‘a life’, carrying with it the events and singularities that are simply actualised 

in subjects and objects. In this way, the employment of the existential self signifies a 

‘practical function’. 

 

Emma Ingala: “Thou Shalt Not Make any Image: The Adventures of the Image and the 

Problem of Difference in Deleuzeʼs Philosophy” 



 

Deleuze’s (and Guattari’s) understanding of the image of thought varies. According to 

Difference and repetition, the (dogmatic) image of thought is that which prevents us 

from thinking difference in itself. The stake of the third chapter of this book is to 

reach a thought without image by destroying the latter. However, four years earlier, in 

Proust and the signs, the aim is not so much the liberation of thought from the image, 

but rather the creation of a new image of thought, with the underlying assumption 

being that there is not simply one image of thought to be overcome, but different ones 

to be adopted. While in the period between 1968 and 1972 Deleuze (and Guattari) 

vacillates between the two approaches –more precisely, in Difference and repetition 

and in Anti-Oedipus the intention is to create a thought without image and a body 

without organs, whereas in Logic of Sense the interest shifts to the production of 

sense–, the acknowledgement of the inevitability of the image becomes dominant 

after 1972 under the hypothesis that the image is that which allows thinking to orient 

and preserve itself from the devastating effects of madness. Consequently, the 

problem of difference is reformulated. 

     In a dialogue with Plato, Kant, Lacan, and their different understandings of 

images, we will show that the destruction or preservation of the image depends on 

whether Deleuze (and Guattari) aims to explore the depths of thinking, madness and 

schizophrenia (Difference and repetition, Anti-Oedipus), or whether he raises 

awareness of the dangers of that exploration and puts into play a set of apparatuses –

such as surfaces, plans or assemblages– and a rule of caution (Logic of sense, A 

Thousand Plateaus). 

 

 

Panel 2: “Repetition and monstrosity” (Friday, 4:15-5:30) 

 

Luciano Nuzzo : “The Thought of Limit. Foucaultʼs analysis of Monster” 

 

In this paper the theoretical and political question of Monster is explored. Monster is a 

figure of limits. Limits of thought and limits of politics.  

     Classical mataphysical thought will seek to neutralize the theat of the monster by 

placing it into outside space. But despite its exclusion and marginalization, the 

monster continues to interrogate thought. The monster is essentially hybridization, 

and this means that it is placed on the limit. It lives in the unbridgeable gap between 

knowledge and world. The monster is the sign of this separation. For that very reason 

the liminal space it occupies, and of which it is the sign, is, first of all, an 

epistemological space, in which the categories and the distinctions used by thought 

are put into crisis. 

     Foucault’analysis of Monster appaers very usefull to thematize this question. 

Foucault distinguished the production, throughout history, of juridical-natural 

monsters, moral monsters, and political monsters. In this paper it is argued that 

Foucault must have sensed that monstrosity eludes all notions of identity and 

difference, and therefore also the notion that places it ‘outside’. The monsters appear 

whenever and wherever knowledge/power assemblages emerge. That which eludes 

the latter, and which threatens to subvert them, is the monstrous. It is the space of 

emergence itself, i.e. the location where sheer potentiality becomes the possible of 

and in the event. All monstrosity is therefore deeply, and inevitably, political. It is the 

promise of unsettling subversion. 

 



Riccardo Baldisone: “Identity from Repetition: Towards a Logic of Difference” 

 

In order to think difference, we have to rethink identity. Western thought gave 

identity absolute priority over difference. This very priority could be challenged by 

constructing instead identity as a derivative. In particular, it might be argued that 

identities are the constantly renewed result of repetition, rather than its precondition. 

In this case, repetition too has to be reconceived of. In the logic of identity and being, 

repetition is the iteration of a previously identified entity. This linear and objectifying 

approach to repetition was variously challenged by Kierkegaard, Nietzsche, Bergson, 

Péguy and, more recently, Deleuze. We may well understand these authors’ views on 

repetition as contributions to the elaboration of a more general logic of difference and 

becoming. In such a perspective, I would propose to think repetition as a threefold 

relation, which involves not only a repeated and a repeating, but also a third actant - to 

use Latour’s language. This third actor produces repetition through a dispositif (in the 

terms of Bergson) of retrospective projection, which makes previous actors repeat 

subsequent ones. Whilst Péguy makes Clio (the muse of history) announce this 

reversed repetition as a general historical feature, I would understand it as an effect of 

the practice of make-repeat, which defines the third actor of repetition. The 

historically ongoing erasure of this third actor has been calling to the fore the identity 

of the repeated actor as the alleged prior element and the condition for any repetition 

to occur. On the contrary, by recovering the production of repetition as a practice of 

composition, we may not only reverse the relation of repetition with identity, but we 

may also effectively challenge the subordination of difference to identity. 

 

 

Panel 3: “Hegel” (Saturday, 9:30-11) 

 

Leda Channer: “The Resistant Monarch; Jean-Luc Nancy on Hegelʼs Sovereign” 

 

In his 1982 essay, ‘The Jurisdiction of the Hegelian Monarch’, Jean-Luc Nancy writes 

that the Monarch is a “singular complication in Hegelian theory”  and that “the 

position of The Monarch, as a position, escapes the deduction that necessitates it.”   

     The claim here appears to be that Hegel’s Sovereign is necessary to his concept of 

The State, when thought via the speculative method. However for Nancy, The 

Sovereign resists the identity it is supposed to fulfil in Hegel’s theory of The State. 

Indeed for Nancy then, it would appear that the Sovereign is the Hegelian problem par 

excellence for those seeking to identify a fundamental internal resistance to identity in 

Hegelian thought. 

     In order to consider this claim, I will explicate Nancy’s essay ‘The Jurisdiction of 

the Hegelian Monarch’ and offer my own reading of the function of Hegel’s 

Sovereign in the concept of The State. In order to enrich the explication of Nancy’s 

essay, I will offer a reading of his subsequent and more famous essay ‘The 

Inoperative Community,’ as later commentary and reflection on the earlier essay. In 

this way, I hope to offer both a description of a moment of recognition of resistance to 

identity in Hegel and a later reflection upon that description. 

 

Melanie Lewis: “Antigone as Figure of Athesis: Theoretical and Ethical Implications of the 

Graphics of Nonopposition in Derridaʼs ʻTo Speculate—on “Freud”ʼ” 

 



Following  Jacques Derrida’s suggestion that his analysis in “To Speculate—on 

‘Freud’” can be read as an added “judas” tattoo incised into a column of Glas, his 

masterwork on Hegel, my paper offers an interpretation of Antigone as figuring 

athesis in both of these texts.  Athetical process exposes and depends upon a certain 

motility of the text, parsed by Derrida in the middle voice, as restance, différance, and 

revenance.  In my paper I demonstrate the ways in which Derrida’s reading of the 

“athetical strategies” of Freud’s graphics conjures Antigone into a scene of writing 

and inheritance which she at first appears not to inhabit. 

     As figure of restance, of the [textual-familial] remains that resist an elevating 

Aufhebung in Hegel’s philosophy of Spirit, Antigone haunts in the mode of 

revenance, without performing the specular return to the father that Hegel’s son 

enacts. In doing so she introduces a différantial rhythmicity into the textual processes 

that Derrida reads as constitutive of athesis.   

     Elaborating from these problematics, my paper offers a reading of “To Speculate,” 

of Glas, and of Sophocles’ Antigone that re-interprets the themes of reproduction, 

mourning, and inheritance and analyzes their intersection with the question of the 

ways in which categorical and familial distinctions, including those between death 

and life and between feminine and masculine, breach and over-flow one another. My 

work explores the theoretical and ethical productivity of an “antigonal” mode of 

thinking, which re-conceives conception, reproduction, family, and sexual difference. 

 

James Micic: [Paper title TBC] 

 

In my paper I will investigate the transformations surrounding the philosophies of 

Identity and Difference through the epistemological and ontological concerns of Kant, 

Hegel and Deleuze. 

     Hegel criticizes Kantʼs reflective philosophy because of the epistemological 

commitments of Kantʼs Critical project. Hegelʼs skeptical criticism against Kantʼs 

argument for the role of Verstand (Understanding) in constructing the phenomenal 

world follows the form of the question ʻhow might we know before we know?ʼ. Hegel 

contends, “what is this scrutiny but ipso facto a cognition?” and suggests his own 

solution to overcome this problem of knowing before we know; “what we want is to 

combine in our process of inquiry the action of the forms of thought with a criticism 

of them”1. 

     Hegelʼs solution involves transforming Kantʼs “impassible gulf from the thing, as 

it exists apart from our knowledge”2 into the epitomizing ʻheartbeatʼ of Speculative 

metaphysics in post-Kantian philosophy: nature is known by the understanding 

because reason pervades all existence. 

     This has influenced approaches to Hegelian metaphysics in 20th century French 

philosophy (Hyppolite, Foucault, Deleuze) that see Hegelʼs philosophy as thoughtʼs 

dogmatic grasp on nature. However, through a close reading of Hegelʼs discussion of 

the concepts of ʻthe matter in handʼ and ʻheart of the matterʼ I will offer a reading of 

Hegelʼs philosophy as a philosophy of genesis close to Deleuzeʼs philosophy of 

Difference. 

 

 

Panel 4: “The metaphysics of difference” (Saturday: 11:15-12:45) 

 

Todd Mei: “From Difference to Concreteness: Heideggerʼs Move after Metaphysics” 

 



A typical understanding of Heidegger’s critique of metaphysics is that it errs when 

attempting to posit a foundation or highest cause responsible for being and thus 

describes being apart from ontology. Metaphysics is inevitably caught in a regress 

since these concepts block the encounter with being. Proponents of this critique point 

towards two aspects of Heidegger’s thought: the Abgrund, or how ground is itself 

unground; and the ontological difference in which we attempt to think being  within 

and according to the concealing-revealing play of being and beings. For however 

accurate this reading of Heidegger is, there is a risk to it—namely, we can remain 

entrapped by the concern not to resolve the ontological difference and subsequently 

refrain from proposing how to exist socially, politically and even economically lest 

we may determine beings in a certain way. 

     This paper argues for a different interpretation of the trajectory of Heidegger’s 

thought. It reads his emphasis on the unground and ontological difference as attempts 

to dispel traditional metaphysical errors only in order to propose how philosophy 

should be more concrete in its thought. Thus, it should not remain complacent with 

difference—forever perplexed by the impossibility of comprehending being and in 

awe of the disclosure of the truth of being. Rather, it should attempt to see how 

philosophical insights and concepts are at the same time concrete and determinative of 

our existence (or dwelling). To demonstrate this reading, I provide an analysis of 

Heidegger’s shift from talk of ground and the nothing to earth. 

 

Gavin Rae: “Being and Difference: Overcoming Identity through Heidegger, Derrida, and 

Deleuze” 

 

The question of difference and its relationship to identity is an old one, but it is one 

that received renewed attention in the twentieth-century. Indeed, on one reading, the 

identity-difference relationship is the philosophical question of the last one hundred 

years. This paper examines three ways of thinking difference, termed ‘being through 

difference,’ ‘being from difference,’ and ‘being as difference,’ to start to engage with 

the questions: how can we think from difference and what dangers must be avoided to 

do so? Starting with Heidegger’s ontological difference, which entails an attempt to 

think being through its ontological difference to entities, the discussion will move to 

Derrida’s early critique of Heidegger’s attempt and insistence that thinking being 

through the ontological difference reveals that ‘prior’ or ‘older’ than being lies 

difference, a position that appears to make difference the ‘ground’ of being. By 

showing that Heidegger rejects this inversion, both for its metaphysical foundations, 

and because it returns us to the question of the being of difference, I suggest that it 

appears that we are located in a paradoxical circle, whereby to think being requires an 

analysis of difference, which requires an understanding of the being of difference. My 

suggestion will be that it is with Deleuze that this paradox is broken, in particular 

through his claim that being is not revealed through difference (Heidegger) nor does 

‘it’ depend on difference (Derrida), but must be thought as difference. The paper 

concludes by highlighting three problems that can occur when trying to think being as 

difference, problems that must be overcome to ensure that identity is not re-

introduced into attempts to think as and from difference. 

 

Joanna Hodge: “Of the event: sexual difference; ontological difference; historical difference” 

 

It is Luce Irigaray, drawing on Heidegger and Freud, Hegel and Merleau-Ponty, who 

declares this the epoch of sexual difference, in Ethique de la difference sexuelle 



(1984), shortly after  Derrida publishes his challenge to the Heideggerian formula 

concerning ontological difference, under the title Geschlecht: sexual difference, 

ontological difference (1983). A sexual division of labour sidelines this question, in 

the intervening thirty years, but this settlement is disrupted by an emergent dispute 

between molar and a molecular conceptions of the event, which aligns Heideggerians 

against Deleuzians, and between mathematical and historical understandings of its 

structure and functioning, aligning Badiou against the rest. All along it has been 

known that questions of gender and those of genre, of discursive formation and of 

style are tightly coiled around each other.  

     The proposal here is to show that the question of sexual difference is the question 

of the transmission of the past into the future. The past is imprinted in light of an 

image of a looked for future, and history is rendered a reiteration of the same, rather 

than an opening on to the transformative potentialities announced but not performed 

under the Heideggerian rubric ‘historicality’ (Geschichtlichkeit).  

     Sexual difference then is to be located within the ongoing philosophical 

discussions of Darwinian theories of origin and selection, and in terms of the 

reinvention of history as multiple in the visioning of alternate futures. History thought 

as a unified trajectory charting the destiny of human beings, gives way to a history in 

which humanity is once again to be thought as self-questioning, and self-destroying; a 

species among many, not a unique figure in a world whose meaning and order is 

secured by an anthropomorphism called ‘God’.  

     Sexual difference, event and history are to be released from the tyranny of a 

meaning imposed in the image of a future received from the past. 

 

 

Panel 5: “Early Deleuze” (Saturday, 1:30-3) 

 

Stephen Barrell: “In search of a difference that would be more than contradiction: the move 

from Hegel to Bergson in the early Deleuze” 

 

The question of the form and function of difference in Deleuze’s philosophy is often 

taken up with reference to texts from the late 1960’s onwards Works such as 

Difference and Repetition, Logic of Sense and What is Philosophy, however, are the 

endlessly nuanced and complex products of decades of reflection on this concept, and 

while they cut to the heart of Deleuze’s project, the breadth and depth of their 

arguments often do as much to obscure its motives and exigencies as to reveal them. 

In this paper I turn instead to some of the earliest pieces Deleuze sanctioned for 

republication in an effort to uncover a fundamental problematic in his philosophy 

which is often occluded in the later works. Focusing on his programmatic review of 

Jean Hyppolite’s Logic and Existence, and the works on Bergson produced in its 

wake, I will argue that Deleuze’s valorisation of difference is founded on Hyppolite’s 

Hegelian arguments for why philosophies that construe the difference between 

thought and Being as extrinsic are doomed to collapse into scepticism. Building on 

this theme, I will show that Deleuze’s critique of Hegel’s attempt to conceive a 

philosophy of difference leads him to seek an immanentist philosophy of nature that is 

animated by self-moving pre-conceptual mechanisms. Finally, I will consider how the 

search for such mechanisms leads Deleuze to follow clues in Logic and Existence that 

lead him to a Leibnizian reading of Bergson. 

 

Kevin Buton: “Differentiation or opposition? The role of negation in Bergsonʼs ontology” 



 

I will focus on the relationship between differentiation and opposition through an 

examination of Bergson’s conception of negation (Creative Evolution, IV). The 

notion of differentiation can be understood as having the advantage of avoiding the 

use of the notion of opposition, which tends to reify the antagonism between two 

distinct realities. If, for instance, one were to define materiality as the inversion of the 

movement of life (as Bergson himself does several times), then matter would be 

understood as a negative reality, acting as an external cause on the élan vital. Matter 

would then be an essentially negative reality opposing a positive life force. According 

to Deleuze’s Bergsonism however, this would amount to describing differentiation 

processes as filling an empty, pre-existing space, describing differentiation therefore 

in terms of opposition (a mistake already present in the idea of nothingness).  

     Differentiation properly understood should forsake antagonistic thinking and thus 

grant us access to a reality devoid of negativity. Deleuze's reluctance to reify negative 

realities demonstrates the importance of a precise understanding of the role of 

negation in Bergson's ontology. In some regards, Deleuze is still indebted to a 

Hegelian understanding of opposition as a logical contradiction between antagonistic 

realities. However, Bergson defines negation not as a substantial notion but rather as 

an operative one: it is an intellectual and a social posture. It is a judgment which 

involves both a negative commitment towards reality while at the same time leaving 

the positive nature of reality undetermined. This use of conceptual negativity can play 

some role in a logic of differentiation. 

 

Guillaume Collett: “Thinking as Repetition not Recovery: Deleuzeʼs Immanentist Challenge 

to Philosophies of Univocity” 

 

This paper explores how during the 1960s, Deleuze developed a new conception of 

univocity aimed at fully equalising or immanentising the role of Thinking in the self-

constitution of Being. 

     Deleuze makes the path he has to tread clear in chapter 2 of Difference and 

Repetition. But from Parmenides to Heidegger, in Deleuze’s estimation, univocity has 

failed to be thought immanently because it hasn’t been thought differently. The task 

of philosophies of difference is to think Being without re-presenting it in thought; in 

other words, Being can fully realise itself and its ground only when channelled 

through the thought that constructs it as something other than Being, namely as 

“univocal sense” or the “plane of immanence”. 

     These two can be largely conflated since the latter is defined in chapter 2 of What 

is Philosophy? as the equality and reversibility of Thinking and Being. Likewise, in 

all of Deleuze’s texts from the late 1960s, univocal sense is defined as a third term 

displacing dualities of Thinking and Being, grounding them both without itself being 

grounded in either. 

     Thought thinks being and thereby produces their mutual ground (immanence; 

sense), through the intimate connection Deleuze draws during the 1960s between 

thinking and repeating. To think difference immanently, Being cannot be a lost Origin 

recovered in thought, as we find in Heidegger; rather we must consider Being, 

following Deleuze, as the repetition in thought of sensible difference. 

 

 

Panel 6: “Deleuze’s precursors” (Saturday, 4:45-6:15) 

 



Andrew Jones: “Fichteʼs Identity Philosophy as an Expression of Deleuzeʼs Difference and 

Repetition” 

 

Deleuze’s Difference and Repetition recognises the importance of considering 

Difference as detached from identity. Deleuze’s shift from Kantian Transcendental 

Idealism to Transcendental Empiricism is facilitated by Deleuze’s consideration of the 

problematic form of idea for Kant. Deleuze argues that the idea is not merely a limit 

of possible objects of thought as Kant proclaimed, but that real objects are generated 

by the problematic form of the idea. Through establishing Difference Deleuze frees 

himself from the limits of Kant’s transcendental schema. 

     I will consider Kant’s relation to Fichte’s identity philosophy articulated in the 

1794 Wissenschaftslehre (1982). Fichte transforms Kant’s transcendental approach 

into a metaphysics in which absolute identity―the absolute self―produces the 

empirical self and the not self. These three aspects of the self are unable to reunite; the 

empirical self strives toward the absolute self, but is hindered by its production of the 

not-self or objects. To this effect Fichte asserted “Thus the [empirical] self is not 

posited in the [absolute] self, insofar as the not-self is posited [by the empirical self]” 

(1982, I, 106). Insofar as the absolute self is beyond the grasp of the empirical self, I 

argue it should be considered as fulfilling the function of Deleuze’s problem idea. 

     Fichte proposed his “system is nothing other than the Kantian” (1982, I, 420) 

although Kant proclaimed it was “a totally indefensible system.” Fichte’s identity 

philosophy is indefensible because it is unable to establish itself as an identity 

philosophy as shown through this connection with Deleuze’s problem idea. This not 

only reveals a possible affinity between Kant and Deleuze, furthermore it constitutes 

an argument against the foundations Fichte’s identity philosophy in favour of 

Deleuze’s philosophy of Difference. 

 

Arjen Kleinherenbrink: “Deleuze on difference and freedom: Why Sartre gets the last laugh” 

 

As my title suggests, I argue that ontologies of difference demand an existentialist 

ethics. A recurring thesis in philosophies of difference is that when renouncing 

transcendent essences and transcendental conditions, the ‘thingness’ of an entity can 

only be accounted for by positing each entity as its own ‘difference machine’. We see 

this in Deleuze, but also in contemporary speculative realism, for example in 

Harman’s object oriented ontology and in Bryant’s onticology. 

     As Deleuze was quick to realize, this endows each entity with a double freedom1. 

First, because it will be irreducible to its parts, second, because it will be equally 

irreducible to its being a part of other entities. Since no entity will a priori ‘hold sway’ 

over any other, the political and ethical consequence is that decisions must be based 

on immanent criteria resulting from an evaluation of which entities are in play in a 

given situation. By their very nature, ontologies of difference must acknowledge that 

such evaluations will not reveal clear courses of action, but rather Gordian knots of 

incommensurable interests. 

     Since there can be no recourse to an exterior principle or truth to justify decisions, 

I argue that any choice made can then only receive its value by the bare fact of being 

chosen. This returns us to the very heart of Sartre’s Existentialism is a Humanism, 

specifically to the dilemma of the young man who must choose between attending to 

his ailing mother and joining his comrades in the French resistance. Ironically, the 

very lecture that led Deleuze to turn his back on his former master turns out to contain 



the core problem of ethical deliberation in the philosophies of difference which 

Deleuze helped inaugurate. 

 

Simon Scott: “The viability of reading On the Genealogy of Morals as Critique: the relation 

between ressentiment and bad conscience in Deleuze's Nietzsche and Philosophy” 

 

In Nietzsche and Philosophy, Deleuze argues that Nietzsche intended On the 

Genealogy of Morals to be a re-writing of Kant's Critique of Pure Reason from the 

perspective of an active and affirmative philosophy of values. Developing this 

hypothesis, Deleuze seeks to adduce a rigorous system from Nietzsche's apparently 

unrelated collection of essays on morality and its origins. This bold enterprise is a key 

step towards the models that subtend Deleuze's mature philosophy of difference in 

Difference and Repetition, and so its viability should be of great interest to anyone 

seeking to understand and evaluate Deleuze's system. Much of the scholarly 

engagement with Nietzsche and Philosophy, however, restricts itself to an analysis of 

Deleuze's claims about eternal recurrence and the Overman and neglects other key 

aspects of the work. In this paper I focus instead on Deleuze's account of reactive life, 

which I will show diverges from Nietzsche's by positing the kind of unambiguous 

relation between ressentiment and bad conscience that Nietzsche is at pains to avoid 

in his own presentation. I will suggest that Deleuze takes up this position in order to 

deploy Nietzsche's model in the service of an account of the constitution of 

subjectivity. I will then consider what the necessity of such a dogmatic account tells 

us both about the viability of presenting Nietzsche's project as a rival to Kant's, and 

the philosophical decisions and commitments that it evidences in Deleuze's own 

critical system. 

 

 


