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“performance” under which the dramatic representation of a written text
(especially as notoriously controlled as Beckett’s) enjoys little prestige.
The way in which Beckett’s after-image circulates through, is disWULEXWHGLQDQGGLDORJXHVZLWKWZHQW\ÀUVWFHQWXU\FXOWXUDOHFRQRPLHV
institutions, and practices invites a critical intervention, perhaps by
Cultural Studies or Performance Studies, which the more philosophical
Beckett after Beckett does not embrace. The elegiac tone of this collection
VKHOWHUVLWVÀJXUHIURPDSRVW%HFNHWWLDQFXOWXUDOODQGVFDSHLQZKLFKLW
PD\RUPD\QRWÀQGDFRPIRUWDEOHKDXQWLQZKLFKDQDIWHULPDJH FRQsider, for example, the sheer excess of text and images that results from
an internet search of “Samuel Beckett”) might not be one we recognize
RUZLVKWRÀQGPLJKWQRORQJHUEH´%HFNHWWLDQµDWDOO+HUHRIFRXUVH
there is a question of occasion: this volume is a centenary commemoraWLRQRIDELUWKDFHOHEUDWLRQRI%HFNHWW·VOLIHDQGZRUN2QWKHVHWHUPV
Beckett after Beckett delivers a satisfying taste of new Beckett scholarship.
Timothy Scheie
Eastman School of Music

Jensen, Caspar Bruun and Kjetil Rödje, Eds. Deleuzian Intersections.
Science, Technology, Anthropology. 1HZ<RUNDQG2[IRUG%HUJKDKQ
Pp. 278.
Relations between science and the humanities have not uniformly
LPSURYHGVLQFH&36QRZ·VIDPRXVGLDJQRVLVRIWKHLU´WZRFXOWXUHVµ
The Frankfurt School fostered a global suspicion of “technology and science as ideology,” as Habermas’s title had it. Simplistic versions of “social
constructivism” (preached mostly in English departments), wherein any
reference to science was dismissed out of hand as “essentialist,” hardly
KHOSHG2QWKHRWKHUVLGHRIWKHIHQFH$ODQ6RNDO·VSDURG\RIWKLV
went hand-in-hand with an equally global dismissal of any understandLQJRIVFLHQFHE\SRVWVWUXFWXUDOLVWVLQÀOPVWXGLHVWKH´FRJQLWLYHWXUQµ
has usually been accompanied by sweeping disavowals of so-called
“grand theory.” N. Katherine Hayles’ work on the boundaries of science and humanities, Niklas Luhmann’s borrowings from cybernetics,
or Friedrich Kittler’s histories of technology have remained exceptional;
a great many humanities scholars still prefer a now very conventional
culturalism. Since references to science and mathematics are frequent in
Deleuze’s work, and more substantial than mere passing metaphors, he
makes a logical point of departure for exploring a philosophy of science
that would neither reduce the latter to mere “construction,” nor dismiss
humanities methodologies as unprovable castles in the air.
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For a new body of work to be broadly disseminated beyond the conÀQHVRIDQDUURZFLUFOHRIWUXHEHOLHYHUVWKDWZRUN·VFRQFHSWVQHHGWREH
critically tested, brought into contact with other discourses and concepts,
and illustrated in more intuitive detail through pragmatic application to
VSHFLÀFREMHFWVDQGSUREOHPV7KXV/DFDQZDVSRSXODUL]HGWKURXJKÀOP
studies and feminism, and Deleuze’s notions of the movement-image and
WLPHLPDJHKDYHEHHQPDGHIUXLWIXOLQDQDO\VHVRISDUWLFXODUÀOPV7KLV
has not yet happened with other of his central ideas, however. The greatest obstacle to understanding Deleuze’s concepts has been their central
emphasis on virtuality and becoming, as opposed to actuality and being.
The objection made to this position by even as sympathetic an observer as
$ODLQ%DGLRXLVWKDWLWUHVXOWVLQDQ´REMHFWOHVVNQRZOHGJHµWKDWFDQQRWEH
SLQQHGGRZQRUFLUFXPVFULEHGLQDQ\VSHFLÀFZD\,I'HOHX]H·V´HYHQWµ
GHÀHVDQ\GLVWLQFWLRQEHWZHHQVXEMHFWDQGREMHFWLILWLVFRPSOHWHO\LPmanent within the world, then “everything is event,” and how can one
thus distinguish an event from the mere facts it is meant to oppose?1
:LWKRXWVXFKGHWHUPLQDWLRQRUVSHFLÀFDWLRQ'HOHX]LDQFRQFHSWVPD\ULVN
resembling only rhetorical appeals to a certain style of thinking, rather
than the latter’s practice and application.
Matters are not helped by some of Deleuze’s exegetes, who reinforce
this problem with appeals to “the new” or, worse still, “creation” and the
“creative”—terms banally familiar from popular everyday usage, thus
without much content. What important philosopher was not creative
or “new,” and who would not claim to be? When it is argued here that
Deleuze “evaluates the greatness of Nietzsche not in terms of detailed
empirical knowledge but rather with a view to the creative potential
that can be extracted from his analysis” (16), one immediately objects:
why does “creative potential” have to be opposed to “detailed empirical
knowledge?” The opposition leaves the “creative” hanging in an objectless
void, immune to refutation. (It also misses the point of Nietzsche, the force
of whose speculative thought was inseparable from his quite “detailed”
and “empirical” philological evidence. Nietzsche, like Heidegger and
Derrida after him, was paradoxically a “creative philologist.”) The same
may be said of catch-words like “heterogeneous,” “disparate,” and so on,
which betray an aesthetic stance toward philosophical writing. In the
same way, straw-man arguments are a risk in Deleuze scholarship: the
ritual denunciations of Hegel and Plato, or the dismissal out of hand of
´:HVWHUQPHWDSK\VLFVµDQG´DQ\WKLQJJUDQGVROLGDQGPDMRUµ  $
good example is the rejection of “the a priori essentialism of the norm of
reciprocity” [23]: in a manner typical of straw-man arguments, a Kantian
HSLVWHPRORJLFDOWHUPLVFRQÁDWHGZLWKRQWRORJLFDO´HVVHQWLDOLVPµ KDUGO\
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characteristic of Kant!) and sociological norms—with the denunciatory
implication that norms, a feature of any and every society, are somehow
a bad thing. Deleuze scholarship can only make real progress if it rids
LWVHOIRIWKLVVRUWRIVHOIVXIÀFLHQWUKHWRULFDOSDGGLQJ
The best contributions in this volume are aware of this danger, and
address it directly through genuinely critical and not merely apologetic
discussions of their subject. If there is a central theme or topic to the book,
LWPLJKWEHWKDWÀUVWWKH´FRQVWUXFWLYLVWµDUJXPHQWVRIPDQ\SUDFWLWLRQHUV
RI676 6FLHQFHDQG7HFKQRORJ\6WXGLHV FODLPLQJWKDWVFLHQWLÀFREMHFWLYLW\
is merely a mask for ideological and political interests are too simplistic.
To denounce science’s claim to truth as relative, while simultaneously asVHUWLQJWKH´XOWLPDWHWUXWKµRIVRFLDOFRQWH[WRUSROLWLFDOLQÁXHQFHEHKLQG
science, produces a methodological contradiction and fails to do justice
to the complexity of science. This shortcoming thus leads to the question
of what Deleuze might contribute to reformulating the problem. Second,
however, Deleuze himself was notoriously disinterested in social science or sociology as such, from Anti-Oedipus to later works like What Is
Philosophy? His famous trinity of art, science and philosophy in this last
book leaves no place for sociology. To think about Deleuze and science
must thus also mean asking questions about this blind spot in his work.
Isabelle Stengers, whose work is frequently referred to by other
contributors, begins her essay by noting the divergence between What is
Philosophy? and Deleuze and Guattari’s earlier work: in this last collaboration, there is no more mention of nomad sciences, but rather a stress on
“mature” sciences as the only ones that may “intersect” with philosophy
 6KHRIIHUVDFRQFLVHFKDUDFWHUL]DWLRQRI*DOLOHDQVFLHQWLÀFSUDFWLFH
as an example, and imagines how philosophy might provide a concept
IRUWKLVSUDFWLFH  2GGO\6WHQJHUVFRQFOXGHVE\HYRNLQJQHRSDJDQ
witchcraft rituals (52-55) as meant to represent a form of “acritical” practice. The unsettling conclusion thereby implied is that it does not matter
what you believe, as long as you believe something contrafactual strongly
enough to allow you to act. That this sort of decisionism in a void (familiar
IURPWKH6LWXDWLRQLVWVRUWKH(XURSHDQIDUULJKWLQWKHVDQGV 
could have problematic (political) consequences is not acknowledged.
Mariam Fraser’s chapter compares Deleuze with Whitehead and Latour, seeing him as closer to the former than the latter. Fraser’s argument
pursues the potential of Deleuze’s notions of the virtual and the event,
to a point before the divergence of fact and value, or virtual and actual.
$*HUPDQLVWPLJKWWKLQNKHUHRI+|OGHUOLQ·VHDUO\IUDJPHQW´8UWHLOXQG
Sein” [Judgment and Being], which addresses the same question.) She
wishes to avoid restricting this potential to the political-ethical judgments
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of Latour (71). Her extended comparison with Whitehead is convincing,
DQG\HWDWWKHHQGRQHZRQGHUVLIWKHYLUWXDOPD\EH´PLQLPDOO\GHÀQHG
as a dimension of the actual that is neither observable nor accessible in itself”
(77, my emphasis), if it may be linked with “what we are aware of [in
nature, LP] even if we have no words to name it” (70, my emphasis), how can
it “offer a ‘beyond’ actual states of affairs for the social scientist to look
to” (77)? If, “for Deleuze, event is not solely a conceptual tool by which
to critique mechanistic and reductionist understandings of the world”
(75), what is it then?
$IWHU D SLHFH E\ .DWLH 9DQQ RQ 'HOHX]H PDVRFKLVP DQG KXPRU
which although interesting has little connection with the rest of the volume, Steven Brown runs into similar problems to Fraser’s. The strongest
sections of his essay are the critical ones, where he points out Deleuze’s
own disinterest in sociology and Manuel De Landa’s extremely cavalier
DQGVXSHUÀFLDOWUHDWPHQWRILW%URZQQRWHVWKDWLQWKHWZRYROXPHVRI
Capitalism and Schizophrenia, Deleuze and Guattari “do not engage with
Marx as a social scientist—that is, as someone who may or may not be
offering more or less accurate accounts of historical transformation” (111).
Instead, they “engage with social science solely as material for philosophiFDOVSHFXODWLRQµ³LQWKLVQRWXQOLNH$GRUQRDQG+RUNKHLPHU·VXVHRI
anthropology in Dialectics of Enlightenment, or Freud’s in Totem and Taboo.
“Being no longer obliged to take into account a coherent version of human science, in either a Freudian or a Marxist dialect, they roam freely
across topics without having to either situate themselves in relation to a
tradition of work or clarify their relationship to the empirical details they
mobilize” (112). This may be the debit side of the “creative” dimension
of their work. Thus De Landa, too, “reproduces the particular (and quite
SHFXOLDU ZD\LQZKLFK'HOHX]HXVHVFRQFHSWVWRRUJDQL]HHPSLULFDOÀHOGV
without seeking to clarify the status of this creative conceptual work in
relation to the objects that are already grasped and the epistemic traditions
that have already caught hold of them” (113). Brown’s own suggestions
RI KRZ WKLV PLJKW EH FRUUHFWHG EULHÁ\ VNHWFKHG DW WKH HQG  
LQFOXGHWU\LQJWRGHÀQHDSDUWLFXODUSODQHIRUVRFLDOVFLHQFH VRPHWKLQJ
not granted it in What is Philosophy?).
Geoffrey Bowker, too, is at his best in his criticisms of science and
WHFKQRORJ\VWXGLHVDQGDFWRUQHWZRUNWKHRU\$VKHZLWWLO\QRWHVLQKLV
conclusion, “I often think of science studies as being predicated on a set
of not particularly useful negative commandments. Thou shalt not judge
a work of science. Thou shalt not talk ontology, for that is the work of
our subjects. Thou shalt not talk about large-scale social effects, for each
VFLHQWLÀFSUDFWLFHLVSHFXOLDUXQWRLWVHOIµ  6RWRRLQVRPHZULWLQJ
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on Deleuze: “if all the fold does is to put scare quotes around insides,
outsides, identities and categories without changing practice, then it is not
so interesting” (131). In other words, if one cannot say what the fold, the
event, or the virtual are, or what they mean in practice, one ends up again
with a purely rhetorical theory, with a series of predictable and inaccurate
straw-man attacks. Bowker himself is unfortunately not entirely free of
these last, as when he claims that historicism stems from Hegel (130), when
LQIDFWKLVWRULFLVPGHÀQHGLWVHOIagainst Hegel, or when he asserts that we
need to “get away from categories” (130), something Deleuze would never
KDYHVXJJHVWHGRUZKHQKHLQGXOJHVLQJUDWXLWRXVSRWVKRWVDW$ULVWRWOH
DQG'HVFDUWHV  $QRWKHUPLVWDNHOLHVLQKLVFODLPWKDWDQ\GHÀQLWLRQ
of boundaries between inside and out is automatically “trans-historical.”
“When the body gets trapped behind the skin, the soul within the body, or
the state within the wall, then they become trans-historical entities about
ZKLFKRQHFDQVSHDNODVWLQJWUXWKµ  7KLVLVWKHVRUWRIFUXGHVORSS\
Romanticism that does Deleuze most harm. Deleuze himself was far
from this simplistic attitude. In fact, he wrote the exact opposite: Kant’s
UHGHÀQLWLRQRIWKHVXEMHFWUHVXOWHGLQLWVUDGLFDOtemporalization, not some
“trans-historical entity.” For Kant, “la forme sous laquelle l’existence
indéterminée est déterminable par le Je pense, c’est la forme du temps…
Les conséquences en sont extrêmes: mon existence indéterminée ne peut
étre déterminé que dans le temps…”2
$IDVFLQDWLQJFKDSWHUE\$GULDQ0DFNHQ]LHRIIHUVDPHGLDWKHRUHWLFDO
view of Deleuze, linking Difference and Repetition to the nearly simultaneous patenting of early digital transmission technologies. Mackenzie
reads the codec (compressor-decompressor or coder-decoder, a computer
device for coding and decoding digital streams) as a “center of calculation” (Latour) or a “center of envelopment” (Deleuze, in Difference and
Repetition). Extending Deleuze’s idea that “every thing thinks,” Mackenzie
argues that codecs too “perceive.” This offers a radically different take on
communications technology than, for instance, that of Friedrich Kittler’s
information theory-based version, in which media, in a Hegelian “fury
of disappearance,” must dematerialize into hardware and mathematical
formulae, conceived after the model of the Lacanian Symbolic. The mathematical transform written into codecs “synthesizes space and time differently. The movement of contraction and the elementary consciousness
it presupposes no longer occur only in the bodies of seeing subjects, but
DOVRLQWKHWHFKQLFDODSSDUDWXVRIWKHFRGHF«$OUHDG\KHUHZHVHHKRZD
thing expresses an idea, if an idea can be understood as a problem-setting
system of differential elements (eyes, infrastructures, screens, images,
calculations, etc.) that form centers of envelopment around singularities”
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(148). Codecs thus “envelop relations between eye and infrastructure”
 2QHFRXOGDGGWKDWLQ/XKPDQQ·VWHUPVWKH\DUHFRXSOLQJVEHtween perception and economics. Mackenzie’s piece develops Deleuzian
notions of seriality and shows an interesting kinship to chaos theory (cf.
the discussion of “communication between heterogeneous series” [150]).
The “excess” and “intensities” generated by codec technology spill out
beyond the frame of perception into “video material culture” (153) as
well: Mackenzie implies that the culture of violence often associated with
video is linked to its partly imperceptible microtechnology, its program.
This is followed by another of the strongest pieces in the book, by
$QGUHZ3LFNHULQJZKRRIIHUVDEULHIVNHWFKRIF\EHUQHWLFVDVD´QRPDG
science” of complexity, emergence and becoming. Pickering’s history of
WKLVÀHOGDJDLQRIIHUVDYLHZGLDPHWULFDOO\RSSRVHGWRWKHEHWWHUNQRZQ
coupling of cybernetics and information theory with the military in the
ZRUNRI.LWWOHUDQG9LULOLR2QHFRXOGH[SDQG3LFNHULQJ·VSHUVSHFWLYHWR
LQFOXGHÀJXUHVOLNH*HRUJH6SHQFHU%URZQ5DQXOSK*ODQYLOOH*RWWKDUG
Günther, or Rudolf Kaehr, on the esoteric fringes of systems theory; this
YLHZRIKLVWRU\KDVDOVREHHQÀOPHGLQ/XW]'DPPEHFN·VGRFXPHQtary Das Netz (The Net RQWKHZLOGVSUHKLVWRU\RIWKH,QWHUQHWDQG
its links to hippie and Merry Prankster subcultures.
$IWHU(ULFK6FKLHQNH·VVRPHZKDWVSHFLDOL]HGPDSSLQJRI'HOHX]H·V
WKRXJKWRQFLQHPDRQWRVFLHQWLÀFGLDJUDPVWKHFKDSWHUE\$UWXUR(VFREDU
DQG0LFKDO2VWHUZHLORQ´VRFLDOPRYHPHQWVµLVWKHZHDNHVWLQWKHYROXPH
Deleuze and Guattari’s questionable linkage of capitalism and the state
is taken over here (202), in complete disregard of transnational capitalLVP·VWHQGHQF\VLQFHWKHVWRdismantle national states as regulatory
REVWDFOHVWRWKHÁRZRIFDSLWDO&OLFKpDIWHUFOLFKpIURPFXUUHQW$PHULFDQ
bien-pensant academic jargon are ritually piled up, with little attention
WR'HOHX]H·VVSHFLÀFDUJXPHQWV´ZHQHHGWRPRYHDZD\IURPZD\VRI
thinking based on binaries, totalities, generative structures, pre-assumed
unities, rigid laws, logocentric rationalities [sic!], conscious production,
ideology, genetic determination, simple dialectics and macro-politics, and
HPEUDFHLQVWHDGPXOWLSOLFLWLHVOLQHVRIÁLJKWLQGHWHUPLQDWLRQWUDFLQJV
movements of deterritorialization and processes of reterritorialization,
becoming, in-betweenness, morphogenesis, chaosmos, rhizomes, micropolitics and intensive differences and assemblages” (208). In this very
characteristic sample, Deleuze is reduced to a litany or a laundry list, a
creed demanding religious assent and not thought.
The book’s last essay, by Eduardo Viveiros de Castro, is however,
outstanding, and is devoted to Deleuze and anthropology. Castro has
SUHFLVHO\WKHFDUHIXOVHQVLWLYLW\WRQXDQFHWKDW(VFREDUDQG2VWHUZHLOODFN
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unlike them, he notes that hermeneutical part-whole relations are not
UHOHYDQWWR'HOHX]H FRPSDUH DQGFRUUHFWV-DPHVRQ·VPLVUHDGing of Deleuze as a dualist (226). His essay is divided into two parts, the
ÀUVWUHODWLQJ'HOHX]HDQG*XDWWDUL·VZRUNWRWKHDQWKURSRORJLFDOWUDGLWLRQ
(rather as Steven Brown earlier suggested we should do with sociology)
DQGWKHVHFRQGDQDO\]LQJWKHLUUHIRUPXODWLRQRINLQVKLSWKHRU\$PRQJ
WKHPDQ\LQWHUHVWLQJSRLQWVLQKLVÀUVWKDOIRQHPLJKWPHQWLRQWKHLGHDWKDW
difference is asymmetrical, “not the same in both directions” (226). This
could be illustrated by Proust’s noting that the bourgeoisie and aristocracy
have of each other “une vue aussi chimérique” as do the inhabitants of
the beaches of Rivebelle and Marcouville: “de Rivebelle on voit un peu
0DUFRXYLOOHO·2UJXHLOOHXVHPDLVFHODPrPHWURPSHFDURQFURLWTX·RQ
est vu de Marcouville, d’où au contraire les splendeurs de Rivebelle sont
en grande partie invisibles.”3 Difference, for Deleuze, is not only nondialectical, but also distinct from Luhmann’s differentiations or binaries
(although, like the latter, it may create a “blind spot” or “unmarked
VSDFHµ 2QHLQWXLWVLQ&DVWUR·VHVVD\WKHSRVVLELOLW\RIDGLIIHUHQWNLQG
of cultural history than the Geertz-inspired thick descriptions of New
Historicism, one characterized by “intensities” and “singularities” which
would still be disjunctively related to each other, not merely described.
The second half of Castro’s piece traces the shift, from Anti-Oedipus
to A Thousand Plateaus, regarding kinship. Where Anti-Oedipus, in its criWLTXHRIWKHLQFHVWWDERRDQGWKHIDPLO\SUHIHUVÀOLDWLRQDQGSURGXFWLRQ
WRDOOLDQFHDQGH[FKDQJHWKHODWWHUERRNLQYHUWVWKLVUHMHFWLQJÀOLDWLRQ
IRUDOOLDQFH  $OOLDQFHKRZHYHUFKDQJHVLWVVKDSHDQGSODFHLQ
the process: “The concept of alliance ceases designating an institution—a
structure—and becomes a power, a potential—a becoming. From alliance
DVIRUPWRDOOLDQFHDVIRUFHE\SDVVLQJÀOLDWLRQDVVXEVWDQFH:HDUHQR
longer in the structural-mythical element of totemism, but neither are
ZHLQWKHVHULDOP\WKLFDOHOHPHQWRIVDFULÀFHZHDUHLQWKHUHDOPDJLFDO
element of becoming” (240). Castro points up his argument with crossreferences to other anthropologists like Marilyn Strathern, Roy Wagner
or Marcel Griaule.
The best contributions in the book, like Castro’s, neither reduce
Deleuze’s “philosophy to another great divide theory” (227), as Escobar
DQG2VWHUZHLO·VDERYHTXRWHGOLWDQ\GRHVQRUVXEVXPHLWLQWRWKHFOLFKpG
sameness of pop postmodernism. So Castro notes that Deleuze and Guattari “do not suppose that dualisms are a surmountable obstacle through
the sheer power of wishful unthinking, like those who fancy that it is
enough to call someone else a dualist to stop being one themselves;” nor
do they think that “dualisms are the event horizon of Western metaphys-
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LFVµ    2QH PXVW QRW FRQIXVH 'HOHX]H ZLWK GHFRQVWUXFWLYLVP QRU
ZLWKSUHGLFWDEOHDWWDFNVRQ´WRWDOLWLHVµRU´V\VWHPVµ$V'HOHX]HKLPVHOI
VDLGLQDLQWHUYLHZ´V\VWHPVKDYHORVWQRQHRIWKHLUSRZHUµ4 and
philosophy’s formation of concepts—not mere rhetoric—must answer this
in kind. To consider anew the relation of science and humanities beyond
WKHVLPSOLVWLFÀQJHUSRLQWLQJRI´VRFLDOFRQVWUXFWLYLVPµRUWKHUHGXFWLYism of STS, as this book does, is an important direction for continuing
Deleuze’s project.
Larson Powell
University of Missouri-Kansas City
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