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Software and Hardware Construction

Deleuze and Artistic Research conference, 2017.

Project
Description

For the duration of the 2017 Deleuze and Artistic
Research conference, | instantiated a machinic writing
event. A pair of computer-controlled writing machines
(x-y pen-plotters) perpetually ‘hand-wrote’ extracts
from the multiple drafts of an academic text that was
presented as a part of the conference itself. Prior to

the conference, | had archived the draft materials for
the paper-in-progress on a daily basis, providing a
series of documents that could then serve as a data
source for the writing machines. Through a process

of writing and over-writing, the plotters dwelled upon
randomly selected passages of text and explored their
development over time. In this sense, the machines
revealed the emergence and development of ideas,

as well as deletions, redactions and changes of mind.
A series of contact microphones attached to the plotting
mechanism, provided a percussive accompaniment to
the development of each palimpsest - emphasising the
contingency and materiality of the writing process. The
plotters were ‘tuned’ respectively to the philosophical
lexicons of Jacques Derrida and Gilles Deleuze - and this
served to influence their selections of text. The paper
being performed, later went on to form a book chapter
in Aberrant Nuptials: Deleuze and Artistic Research, an
edited, peer reviewed, paper selection published

by Leuven University Press (2019).



Project Duration:

The machines were constructed over the course of the first semester
of 2016/17 and were used pragmatically as a means of teaching
students how to approach the 'special study’ (technical study)
component of the final year theory module on the University of
Huddersfield’s Graphic Design and Animation course. The machines
were later refined along with the software which | developed in order
to drive them. This was conducted in parallel with the writing of the
paper, and the production of its multiple drafts (April and May 2017).
The development of the writing machines and their driver software
continued up until they were exhibited in November 20th-22nd, 2017.

Funder:

| was awarded School Research Funds for the purchase of X-Y plotter
kits, as well as for travel and subsistence in Ghent (£1500). | was also
twice awarded School Research Funds to travel to Canada to deliver
a series of papers and to conduct primary research with Deleuzian
and Derridean philosophical audiences (£2600 in total), exposing
these communities to the overlaps and tensions between their ideas.

Research Aims
& Objectives

Research Aims & Objectives:

Primarily, the research was aimed at reconciling the role of
sensation, textuality, performativity and affect in the context of
artistic research. It attempted to explore the processual dimension
of academic writing as a creative practice, foregrounding the
corporeal and affective dimension of textual production. The
emphasis upon sensation and affect that can be derived from
Deleuzian philosophy was interfaced with the emphasis upon
corporeal textuality that can be derived from Derridean thought.
An attempt was made, firstly to construct a Deleuzo-Derridean
framework that might be applied in the context of artistic research,
and secondly to expose the affective, creative and emergent aspects
of the production of an academic text in order to demonstrate an
important affinity between creative practice and more traditional
modes of research.



Research
Context;

The originality and significance of the project arises out of the way
in which it utilises the platform of the technological writing machine
in order to explore a set of philosophical tensions between Deleuzian
and Derridean thought, whilst simultaneously foregrounding the
methodological importance of artefact in the context of artistic
research. The project employs a pair of automated writing machines
to ‘perform’ the long durational production of an academic text, and
to explore the strange temporality that accompanied its longitudinal
development. The text and its multiple drafts, which were utilised as
content for the performance, attempted to synthesise the thought of
a philosopher of sensation (Deleuze), with a philosopher of textuality
(Derrida), and to signpost the value of an equally original Deleuzo-
Derridean position in the theorisation of artistic research.

The project also attempted to draw the processes of artistic
production and more traditional forms of writing closer together,
emphasising the role of emergence, relationality, and becoming with
respect to both artistic practice and academic textual production.
The rigour of the work lies not only in the careful research and
argumentation that underpins the academic text, but also in the
close, self-referential alignment of form and content with respect

to the artefact. The work plays out the processual, onto-genetic
construction of texts, and the non-linear temporality of the process
of writing that is discussed in the academic paper. In a similar
fashion, through the machinic performance of overwriting, the

text becomes at once more abundant, and less legible over time.
The increasingly overwritten canvas slowly darkens with ink, and
ultimately instantiates a void. This strange affinity between the
concepts of void and abundance, is one of the central insights that
is utilised within the written paper, in order to bring the philosophies
of Deleuze in Derrida into productive relation. Collectively the work
reveals how Deleuze's emphasis upon performativity, emergence,
and onto-genetic construction nevertheless serves to extend and
supplement the Derridean account of textuality by exposing its
neglect of the process of writing. In so doing it foregrounds the
potential for a Deleuzo-Derridean philosophy to instantiate a
genuinely aesthetico-conceptual image of thought.

Software and Hardware Construction

Deleuze and Artistic Research conference, 2017.



Research Methods

& Process

Figure 1. Work in Situ
(Orpheus Institute, Ghent).

The research required a number of inter-related methods, and can be
considered a hybrid of comparative philosophy, software production,
and artistic practice. In methodological terms, the production

of the source material for the performance (the final text of an
academic paper, along with the archive of its daily drafts) employed
comparative philosophical analysis - a method routinely employed

in the context of much philosophical writing, and thus corresponding
to Frayling’s notion of ‘research into’ (Frayling, 1993, p.5). Whilst

the comparative philosophical method can be considered a mode

of analysis, it can also be considered constructively, in so far as the
staging of an encounter between two philosophical voices often
results in a ‘virtual’ third position (Smid, 2009). In the context of

this body of research, this third position might be considered the
formulation of a Deleuzo-Derridean philosophical stance, or as the
production of the writing machines themselves, which were intended
to simultaneously constitute a propositional 'saying” and affective
‘showing’ of the problem.

The construction of the writing machines and the authoring of the
software which drove them can be considered a kind of materials
research, and thus corresponds to Frayling’s notion of ‘research
through’ (Frayling, 1993, p.5). The writing machines needed to be
constructed, and interfaced with a programming language in order
to develop the software that would enable the scanning and retrieval
of passages of text, and the rendering of ‘handwritten’ letter forms.

There was much aesthetic experimentation required to produce the
appropriate visual and performative outputs. It was intended that the
machines would produce a series of canvases which were unique
artefacts, but which would nevertheless form a family. To this end,
many random factors were introduced into the software (concerning
placement, spacing, line length etc.) - such factors were sensitively
balanced in order to produce a contingent compositional field, out

of which an aesthetically interesting textual composition might
emerge. Ultimately a form of writing was produced that was both
deconstructive and rhizomatic in character, expressing affinities with
both Deleuzian and Derridean philosophical thought.

It is common for writings on artistic research to stress both the
importance of methodological invention and the embrace of
contingency. Indeed, artistic research projects might be considered
less as attempts to deploy extant methodologies, but rather as
attempts to construct singular, bespoke methods for interrogating
or activating a problem. The writing machines themselves thus
constitute methodological devices for introducing moments of what
C.S. Peirce (1998) described as ‘abductive inference’ - a mode of
reasoning lauded in more recent times by Mieke Bal (2010, p.6).
Abductive inference arises out of an experience which in some

way jars with expectation, and which results in a search for, or the
construction of, the best available alternative hypothesis. Bal stresses
the way in which abductive inference makes creative leaps from a
singular, experiential starting point, and reasons from consequence
to possible cause. Importantly, Bal draws attention to the creativity
inherent in the process of hypothesis formation in the context of
more traditional modes of research. The machines were intended to
provoke an abductive moment that could reframe a body of writing,
revealing the process or practice of writing as an at once complex
and conflicted corporeal activity and resisting the notion of the
self-enclosed or self-sufficient text (thus corresponding to Frayling's
category of ‘research for’). The writing machines were also intended
to provide an associative space in which the same text could be
mined simultaneously from a Deleuzian and Derridean perspective.

Figure 2. Work in Situ
(Orpheus Institute, Ghent).



Figure 3. Rhizomatic Deconstructed Image.
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Figure 4. Rhizomatic Deconstructed Detail.
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Research Outcomes
& Dissemination
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The output of the writing machines provided an important insight in
formulating an approach to the synthesis of Deleuzian and Derridean
philosophies, namely that spaces of text which had been saturated
through over-writing on a palimpsest served simultaneously to
establish both a void and an abundant form.

Thus, the writing machines helped to reconcile the Derridean notion
of the creative power of absence, with the Deleuzian notion of
abundant, virtual potentiality and to bring these notions together in a
performative fashion. Developing this insight further, it was possible
to position Deleuzian and Derridean philosophies as operating
together, but in a peculiarly gestalt configuration - much as when
unstable ambiguous figures, give rise to seemingly incommensurable
forms. Perceptually, such forms may oscillate, but they can never be
simultaneously present to the viewer.

In the context of artistic research, the eclectic nature of the body of
work as a whole resonated well with Deleuze's operatic conception
of style in philosophy as involving percept, concept and affect - and
his suggestion that we need all three to ‘get things moving’ (Deleuze,
1995, p.164). However, the gestalt framing of the Deleuzo-Derridean
position also enabled a tracing of the power of negativity/resistance
in Derridean thought, which served as a contrast to the emphasis
upon affirmation that is often embraced in the context of Deleuzian
inspired artistic research projects, paving the way for creative, non-
propositional forms of contestation.

The project resulted in five outcomes. There were three international
conference presentations, one artefact, and one book chapter.
Formative papers developing the project context were presented at:
the 10th International Deleuze Studies conference (The 519 LGBTQ
Community Centre, Toronto, Canada), the 2nd Deleuze and Artistic
Research conference (Orpheus Institute, Ghent, Belgium) and the 6th
Derrida Today conference (Concordia University, Montreal, Canada)
conferences. The writing machines were exhibited as an artefact
alongside the delivery of the paper at the 2nd Deleuze and Artistic
Research conference (Orpheus Institute, Ghent, Belgium).

Finally, the paper that was delivered at the Deleuze and Artistic
Research conference formed a part of an edited, peer reviewed
selection, published by Leuven University Press (2019).

The outline for an 80000 word monograph entitled Deleuze and
Derrida for Artistic Research, was accepted by Paulo de Assis,

the editor of Roman and Littlefield International’s Artistic Research
series, in May 2020.

The outputs of the writing machines were gifted on request to a
number of conference attendees.

Figure 5. Rhizomatic Deconstructed Detail.

13



Figure 6. Software and Hardware Construction 2.
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Figure 7. Exhibition Poster.
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Figure 8. Video
Watch here: https://vimeo.com/user128632298
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Mining the
Aesthetico-Conceptual

Deleuze, Derrida,
and Artistic Research

Spencer Roberts
Al fin1l I

Liniwonsily of Hixk i, L

T bizs cvfren hoeen nosed chae rhie -.p"aln'.- with 'i-.npili:'-‘ rhar these ane AU edthi
fly's own coxde n the spides’s coddes it 25 though the spdderhad a fy in i head.
—{aalbes Delomer and Félix Guartan {87, 314)

Despite some rather pronounced philesophical differences, Deleuze and
Derrida’s relationship would seem o have been broadly convivial in character
On the oceasion of Deleuze'’s deah, Derrida suggested dhan there had been *a
near total affinity™ between their philosophics, and that he had never fele the
“slightest objection”™ to any of Delenee'’s works {Derrida 1998, 1), Meither was
this appreciation one-sided — when Deleuze cited Derrida iowas for the moss
part with thanks and graritude, and as a source of philosophical inspiration
| Bemirn 2000, g42).

IDVELEUZE AND DERRIDA'S PHILOSOPHICAL ALLEGIANCE

Debeuze and Derrida were allied in their hostility towards conceprual stasis,
overly linear approaches w temporality, and excessively centred notions of sul-
et i\"i!:.' .-’u:cureﬁngr_l.'. ll'u,-lr can be seen o have @ rg::la_-ﬂ a mumber of commaon
philosophical opponcnts—most notably, they contested the conceprual gen-
r.'l‘:"l.“:l_'. of Plavo and Arisoonle, whibe also hu:il'l!,; intlenced 1'@. whiat Broce &'Ill.t;h
(ayey, 127}, citing Deleuze himself, refers w as the “generalized ano-Hegeli-
anism” of their dme. Baugh claims thae it is only with the philosophy of iden-
tity spanding as a comnion enemy and a5 a foree of medianon thar we can see
the two philosophers o have been united in their affirmarion of difference.
Indeed, as we shall see shortly, much of the secondary literature on this twpic
s atrention e the diflerence: between (liese Elhi]:mr]ﬂu_-:« |.;|l11l|su.l|'rrl_:
the prominence of the coneept of lack in Derrida’s philosophy with whar &
taken to be the more " wilive and I!Ll'ld;l.fﬂ::‘.llﬂ."_ﬁ :.‘lpl'r.m.:'u: e n!‘]m wluc=
tiom that can be found in I:_-lo-llﬂ:‘\lhrul‘ghr A m::|ir|5|:.r_ {]i,-.-lﬁlt' their mutnal
claims to affiliation with Mierzschean affirmanion, wiimarely in is Delewye who
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is positioned by many commentarors as Nicresche's righetul heir (Bangh 1007,
13037 Bearn 2000, 454 Dickmann 2016, 69-7al,

With these problemaices in mind, Deleuze and Dernidas philosophical
friendship must be scen very much ax a post-structural allianee, That is, while
there is a genuine resonance between their philosophical ains, it is important
from the ourser thar we do not lose sight of the persistent ensions thar acoom-
pany what might. on the surface, appear wo be a ser of predominarely harmoni-
ous or compratible relations. Accordingly, we begin this paper by asking how a
Derridean erivigque of Deleuze’s philosophical encerprise mighe proceed, with
the aim of utilising any points of contention thar mighe arise as an oppormunin
to dlisonss some subtle methodologion] differences herween each philosopher’s
approach, We will pay parricular arrenrion w some relling stylistic differences
in their use of philosophical neologisms, in a bid to shed further light upon
the somewhar tensile velationship between their philosophies. Finally, in an
anempt to find 3 way out of any sceming philosophical impasse, we will apply
what has been learned to a discussion of the process of writing and the ques-
THIT II'IHIELII11=1:III-1II-II:I] in the context of arisie reserch,

DecoNsTRUCTING DELEUZE

Perhaps the sharpest division between Delewre’s and Derrida’s philosophical
approsches can be found in their somewhat antithetical aniudes towards met-
aphysical enguiry. It is well known thar Derridean thoughe is broadly opposed
o the construction of metaphysical systems—Derrida notoriously castigated
metaphysical thinking, aligning it closely with foondationalise, logecentrie
thoughe (Derrida wyz, 10-12). In stark conerase, Delowze openly embraced
metaphysical enquiry, ultimately poing so far as to position himselfas a “pure
qltl:lﬂilllpft:luu' (Lawler zooo, 721 For Deleuse, while there wis @ sense in
which the dynamism of our internal psychological lives—the dse and fall of
emations and the transitional character of experiential qualities—might have
a pemmanee with the Grm of intensive transformations acourring ot g deepes
ontological level, it was ultimarely only through meraphysical enguiry thar he
believed we might arvive at a genuinely transcendentally enpirical conception
of difference, and a le"".rlf 'i'|||.|sq_-ru1||n| n;umﬂ:pdirm oif sensation (Williams
2003, S-17) Flacing any notion of philosophical alliance aside for 2 moment,
L I.'I.'Iial'll drow om John Mullarkey's {2006) actualiss criticisms of Delewsian
philosophy in an atempe w speculaively formulate a Derridean crivigue ofthe
Deleuzian project,

While exponnding his own Delenzo-Bergsonian thoughe, Mullarkey exposes
aspocts of Deleuze’s philosophy wo erivicism through a quasi-Derridean, decon-
structive bens {ihid, 13} Thar is, in accordance with Derrida’s deconstuctive
enterprise, Mullarkey identifies @ series of binaries (it are asertly present in
Deleuze’s philesophical thinking—namely thuse of immanence/rranscend-
ence, molecular/melas vinualfactual, past/present, infinite/finite, and difer-
ence/repetition, Just as Derrida suggests that in any logocentrie spstem, a set of
fundamental binary oppositions are instimeed, along with the valorisarion of
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one of the terms in each pair, Mullarkey notes the denigrarion of the acoual thar
takes place in Deleuzian philosophy and rakes issue with what he takes to be
the foundational aspects of Deleuze’s philosophical position, Mullarkey goes
o tostress the affinity bevween Delouzc's foundationalism and the philosophy
of judgement {the philosophy that hoth Delenze and Derrida atrack] in a fash-
ion that is also strongly resonant with deconseructive eritigque (Mullarkey 2004,
474 2006, 36L Thus, in the comext of Deleuzian ethics, we are counselled to
forget vur actuality—to frget our molar identities, and o tend woward the
impereeprible. Which is wo say thar we are exhomed toleave behind object-cen-
tric, representational concems, and to allow the virmal vo work through us.

IXERRIDA AND THE PHILOSOPHY OF JUIMGEMENT

If a Derridean eritique might position Delewse—the anti-cssentialist post-
structural philosopher—as 3 foundationalist or as the producer of a waalis-
ing metaphysical system, then the Delenrian ertique of Derridean philoso-
|:|i|_'. could be sid wo invert this contest, while ull,i1|||||,|:|_'..' '|||.:.ir|:5 1 very s har
charge. For Deleusian crivics of Derrida’s project, such as Bearn, Baugh, and
Dickmann, Dernida’s concern with alterity i ultinately compromised by his
very insistence that we must stay within the frame of representation and con-
fine our discussion of difference w a set of actual concerns [Beamn 2000, 436
5o Dicknrann 2006, 76-77 L Consequently, they sugpest that Derrida remalns
caughe within logoeenricdiscourse, the philosophy ofidentity, and the consid-
erations of the purely conceprual difference that Deleuze associares with the
philosophy of judgenent. Thus, they are united in their verdict thar Derrida
is unable w properly address che operton of difference in iself {Baugh gyy,
153637 Bearn 2000, 440-47: Dickmann 2a16, 72).

.-hurr:]iugll:: &'Alll{,‘:u,l::lll,q,qh—.ﬁ}, L]l;]::llw‘ﬂ.'!ri|11ilr:r TR ||I‘T|::|:u;ﬁl|'4m—
the swarming differences thar stand a the condition of the actual —peovides a
fundamentally pusitive, productive sense ofaffirmation thar sulimarelyabsent
i the I'|||||,|51:|| of Derricdh. He MIEEEnTS thuat Derrideun ]1|‘|i|mu ||:|'|I_'|.'5|I||:||Il:|t_\ Lei
institure, as is guiding kinede principle, the notions of perperually thwaned
desire, forever-defened meaning, and the inherent incompleteness of signi-
ficwtion {ibad,, 4540 .‘.g‘a_ﬂrrling]:\', fosr Dherriela, 1t 15 an 5|n11:!::“!'i11g shawt-caremi
of meaning and desive that resules pot only in the urge to inscribe bar also in
the inherently iterable character of inseription. The siation is further com-
plicated becavse Derrida ([1u73] 2004, 285-00), radicalising Sauwssure's ar onee
differential and relational linguistics, claims that our every utterance is abways
already other than itself—a negarive space, participating in a vast semantic net-
work of grafted, vieal signification.

Following a similar logic, Dickmann has developed Derrida’s notion of pro-
st ive alsence amd i'lﬂlllflllll-u:i Iruestrate] l:llr‘g.-.\.l:|1ls.|ii||11 Ih:rllug'll the ﬁg“l:
of the mise en abyme [Dickmann 2015, 2006}, Dickmann claims thar Debeuze
aiwd Derrida buth explore the operation of difference and itecation theough
this Prnl'ﬁur marratak |gii1|1 device —inwhicha segment ofa ]il::r:lr_'r' wirk A
rerically and recursively reflecrs, reproduces, or picures the whale in which it

2869
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is embedded, For Dickmann, when its poerics are fully embraced, the mix on
abyme provides a pedformative principle of refractive and imperfect duplica-
tiun—a seam that holds both che wealising v and s internal conestatonal
other, resulting in an st onge generative and retroactive form of narrative trans-
formtarion, which is frequently performed by characters within the fictional
et frself {Dickmann zon6, 6z} Developing the line of secondary commen-
tary thar stresses the conrast berween plenitude and lack in Delewsan and
Derridean thought, Dickmann suggests that it is only Delewse whe stays tue o
this genetic conception of the mise en abyme, while Derricla is depicved as oper-
ating with a diminished, “lacunal” form of failed self-picruring, which must be
eonsidered in sonme sense “degenerate.” and which is positioned as ulimarely
falling back ingo che philosophy of identity (ibid.. 71).

Dickmann and Bearn’s collective point secms po be that while it is the case
rhat in the contest of Derridean philosophy any given rerm is parasitic upon
amd reciprocally devermined by others, it is sill nevertheless parasitic upon
and reciprocally determined by other rerms. Thus, Dickmann suggests thar

Derrida’s J.'III!I.}CEHEIIH ol wiie en u.[l_}m\.r l1::]1e|u'|.« upan “liscrete circuits” ol
repetition thar must nevertheless perperually il Than is, in the convext of

the Derridlean e én abye, every attempt at seli-picturing is ultimately frus-
trated, o the instimetion of each successive Ir-.'chlrn-]:'rrrmntslﬁnn re=anles in et
ancther Failure and vet another deferral. For Dickmann (2016, 78], Derrida’s
reliance on these discrete, iterative clrcuits alongside the failure of repetition
ultimarely results inan embrace of the philosophy of ideni, and it is this g
comsequently serves to thwart his *heverological” aims.

DierER(ESAJNCE, DIFFEREN[T/CATION,
AND METHODOLOGICAL DBIVERGEXNCE

Iy an atcempt to complicate questions of Delewro-Derridean resemblance,
while exploring the power of the concepr of the mise er abymre as an ar once
i1ﬂ|.lll|"l1lll'i‘-l.' amd J_'lluliqnniu_- tesal, wee turm e e s J,llll:-‘ﬁll” of I:I1Ii]IMI!1h'
ical method. More specitically, we tum o the role of neologisms in Delewze’s
and Derrida’s thought. A consideration of Derrida’s distinction between dif
_rfrmr( ane J{{anrg {a ncnlngiutin;', techmcal term conmesd |:r_|.' Plerrida himselt),
alongsde Delenze's own neologistic distinetion berween differenciation and
differentiation, will serve to simulaneously identify and nnsertle any srighi-
forward noton of resemblance beeween their philosophies, while enabling an
altogether different Kind of comparative principle in the form of the at once
prostuctive and perfirmstive principle of the mite en abyne.

DERRIDA AND DIFFER(E/A)NCE

Derrida’s novon of différance in i conjunction of the conceps of difference
and deferral was created b emphasis the elusiveness of the signified and to
comtest any ::\'c:rl_',' centred notion of semantie bondations or any |:|ng:|||.l:.'
suable conceprion of meaning as something thar might be immediately pres-

Miningg the Aesthedico-Conceplual

ent o comsciousness (this i the subsranee of Derridas cridgque of Husser),
Importantly, for Derrida, the idea of semantic foundation is problematised by
the way in which conceprs are implicated, not only with a set of relaved werms
but also with their polar opposites, Complicating things further, the endless
deferral of meaning that results from the necessarily iterable character of writ-
ten fand by implication, spoken) inscriprion further contests any notion of
origin, singular meaning, or presence, Thus, for Derrida, the ar once allusive
and vestiginous networked character of language, along with the contingent
malleability of context thar accompanics each re-inscription or re-presentarion
of any linguistic fragment, servies o problematise any naive notion of semantic
purity o linguistic signification {Derrida 1997, 280-81).

Hoth Deleuze and Derrida engage in more affecrive, plaviul, and pertorma-
tive kinds of vriting, A bricf consideration of Deleuze’s mode of philosophi-
cal deamarisation reveals a methodological use of word play and a neclogitie
construction of concepis that has an affinity with 2 number of Derridean strae-
egies. Indeed, Deleuze rells us thae he “admives” the method of deconstmuc-
g, while o e same fioe |:1i.-‘tur||:i|:|5 B v his oown apprd wchina Wiy theat
foregrounds 3 certain material-linguistic schism berween his own philosophy
amdd Derrida’s: *1 o not present myself§ as a commentator of texts, A test, for
me, i nothing but a litfle cog in an extra-tesiual machine™ (w quoted in Beam
2000, goant), Differences in marerial and Enguistic attinity spread throughour
Debeuze's and Dermida’s philosophies—ambiently conditioning their works,
aml serving w inflect their philosophical methods. These differences become
particularly apparent when we examine their respective approaches to some of
their cove nenlogistic constrctins,

DELEUZE AND DIFFEREX([T/CHATION

When considering questions of identity, repetition, and difference, Debeuze
miakes an interesting distinction hetween what he terms processes of differen-
dation sl provesses of dilferencaion (Delevee 9oy, 207), For Delevee, the
former (ditfereniation with a i) addresses the operaton of virual ditference,
while the latter {differenciation witha ¢} is orented wwards a discussion of our
[!t‘t'i.‘l.TlIil wn ool ||n'|_11'|||_-|'|r!1|u_-:m|.l,'|'|ingu

In amtempting ro problemarise the concepe of representation, Deleuze tpi-
cally prosceeds by first draswing our attention o everyday empirical, differences.
He begins by suwing char “there is no individual absobeeely idenueal wanother
individual” {Deleuze 1990, 206) before asking us to consider the distinctive
qualities ofindividual calves, shellfish, grains ofwhear, pasricles of dose, hands,
rypewriters, and revolvers (Deleuze, 1oy, 26).

Dielenze's discussions of identities that are phenomenally given, however,
.:.:::r-.-cn:ui_'.- ln]'mu:lhq.- way foor o raclicalised version |::|fl1ﬁrc:||5|.||1'|:||l, which wall
stress the role of material differences that are both sub-represenrational and
preempirical in charscter. Importantly, Delewse claims that such pre-empir-
teal differences connot he |:||'n_-|_1'|1.' q_-!.']wri.l,-m:rn;:l that the comcepi ||n'||:,.' meili-
ared idenrities encountered in the phenomenally given, presuppose or are con-
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dirioned by "a pheralism of free, wild or uniamed differences™ (Deleuze 1904,
o} For Deleuze, then, actual identities are the products of richer, more funda-
mental, vinual processes of differentation.

THE EXTENSION ANT CONTESTATION OF RECEIVED USAGES
OF LANGUAGE

While Deleuze and Derrida each resont to the constrection of novel terms in
the presentation of their arguments (différance in the case of Derrida and dif-
ferenciation in the case of Delenze). they go about this in different ways, In
particulay, there is an interesting, and somewhat telling disparity in the align-
ment or contestarion of their respective strategies of lexical or terminological
construction with existing, received uxage of language,

When Uerrida coins his term difffrance it is in an attempt o conserect a con-
cept that is specific to his philosophy — for Derrida, différance will address his
owm notion ofthe aporetic playof networked inscr pion that is both remporally
anl hilu,lljl“ﬂl.“.'r' wddafi (Dermida 1oy, B8} With respedt [ thee comstrction ol
a new philosophical vocabulary, Demida’s methodological strategy is perhaps
nitcest crbwiously inspired by the work u“{cfﬁcﬁcr {Macquarrie and Robinson
vz, 1314} That 15, it hegins from the premise that received laingoage —the
language of doxa—is inadequate o express what needs o be stated, and tha
a5 4 comsequence @ rew term must be created that is simultaneowly haunted
by the concepes of difference and of deferral and dha famously incorporaces a
difference that can only be discerned when written—the silent, unpronounce-
ahle af{Dernda [1973] 2004, 2%1).

In the ease of Deleuze, however, the stravegy is mken w further exremes
through a more direct contestation and re-inscription of the received usape.
That i, it addresses the more trivial, everyday oo of difference that cn
be located within actual, phenomenal experience, which Delewse introduccs
in his own neologistic oomstruction (that of differenciation]. Delenze’s con-
strneted term i aimed nog, asose might expect, atany metaphyson] process o
aramything particularly esoteric or conceprually specitic v his own philosophy.
Bather, it is directed at our morve pedestrian understanding of actual, phenom-
enal re]wrili.lm anel J,u:n|n_'|-'-tn~ﬂ:|._l.-' E!&'I'Q'I:Eﬂ'irll'l ol i m;Iimr!.' rlll'n-g'\.' I comirast,
what might be considered the more ordinary, everyday emplovment of the
rerm {differentiation) is kidmapped and co-opred, becoming re- inseribed as
a technical erm in Delewse's memphysics, This linguistic coup is noc imied
tor the discussion of the subject of differentiation. Indecd, in the context of
his dramatic method, Delenze has a rendency not only to fuse terms thar are
rraditionally considered opposites bur also o hijack and subvers the meaning
of existing concepts {Mullarkey 2006, 17). Thus, in Debeune’s hands, repetition
Decomes the qr,iscliliq ol difTerence as o wer] 101 the rl:-ll'u:liiilm I.:I|Lil..|='.|“i!.'|.|
and experience bocomes a transcendental, marerial condition—something
theat is bth sub-representational and, ivonically, a prioe in character—while
ERRETNE 1% \.'frniin.r!:,.' rl_']'u':l'\.'l-ﬁrll'll_‘b::l asthe r115§11:: afeh ange
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Wi have already seen how Derrida arremprs w loosen a series of entrenched
conceprts through a form of remporal, semantic, and simuational plav. With this
in mindl, there is @ way in which Derrida might be positoned as also problem-
atising the terms of received usage, notably through his serategy of implicating
terms with their opposites—pharmmakon becomes both cure and poison; the
ghast or spectre is both present and absene the hymen is berween the inside
and the ourside of a body [Derrida 1981, 220-22),

Delenze is sumetimes accused by his crtics of proflening the most kis-
seg-faire of philosophics—a philosophy thar diffuses any noton of oppositdon
or argumentation, It seems curious then thar i is Deleuze’s philosophy thar
in the mre negent and insistent of the wo—instiniting the mose severe lin-
puistic recodings, and making the more grandiose philosophical claims. While
Derrida conjures a picture of groundless, equivecal, and unstable semantics,
Debenze proffers o vision of entrenched, univocal, marerial difference and
1 close affinity bevween matrer and sensation, This contrast between the
semtantic orientation of Derridean philosophy and the material orientation of
Delewsion lhml:ghl |1:r|1u|!\.' e SOE Wiy 10 i:\|:||1|.i|1i1|5 the mther reductive
depiction of Derrida as an idealist. as well as the charge of foundationalism thar
in sometines brought against Deleuze.

OF voID, ABUNDANCE, AND ARTISTIC RESEARCH

As we have seen, the difference bevween Derrida and Delewee concerns, A,
a dispute over the value of metaplysical enguiry and, second, 2 dispute over
the power of abuindance and lack. Interestingly, however, once we properly
factor in Delewse's distinaion bevween viroal and acoeal, Derridean absener
and Deleuzian affirmation are drawn much closer pogether and consequenily
sl distinetions have les eritical force, While it is e that Delewss goes o
great kengths wo stress the fecundity of the virmual, he nevertheles states quite
hluntly that, given its oneological stams, virtual differentiation is indeed “noth-
il:s' with et o the setual (Debeuze 1LY, 47 With this i mined it hecomses
harder 1o stare a genuine contlict berween Deleusze and Derrida’s respective
preitivns. That is, while it is the case that from the perspective of the vinual
Dekenee woinlod seem ]1|'r||"|"::r a lﬂlill NI'l]'Ih:I‘HFtII'I]'i“:I:IA‘::l creative abundanee,
iris also the case thar when seen from the perspective of the acrual, he could be
said to proffera philosophy of productive ek,

In recent years, the emergence of aristc research has opened a space for
enquiry analysis, and critique that is arguably at once acsthetic and conceprual
in character, while also being closely tied 1o material practice. Artistic research
priscesses are distinctive in so far as they often involve 2 svmbiotic relation-
ship between rextual and aesthetic enquiry or intervention, and this is often
undlenaken in the service ||rar[mit} and difference. Given that Delewee aml
Derrigla both reject the philosophy of identity and thar they contest noions
of contradiction and the bow of the excluded midd |.::, it showled come as o sur-
||ri‘\a,- trs fined them w‘|r|.'u:|rnn{n5 frovm narn m']].' comventinnal !11'|$|i.'|'|'|-l,' forms of
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argumenration, blurring distincrions berween the conceprual and the acs-
thetic, and in some sense prefipuring or anticipating the concerns of artistic
research.

Nomwithstanding the assoiation of Derrida with writen inseripaion and
Delenze with material sensation, there is an inherent complexity to their
performarive practice that frequently serves o confound expectations. Thus,
despite Delevae’s preoccupation with sensation and atfect. it is impomant o
remember that he was predominately a writer—albeit a writer with an at once
affective, performarive, and corporeal agenda. Indeed, of the o philosophers,
it was Derrida—the idealist deconstuctor of rexts—who most fully explored
the aesthetic potentials of experimental writing in the typographic play of
Celirs {Deerricla 1086). With this in mind, it seems reasonable o sugpest thara
Deleuzo-Derridean approach might go some way towards fulfilling the prom-
ise of artistic research. Accordingly, we will bring this paper to a close by con-
sidering some ways in which Deleusc’s and Dierrida’s positions mighe ally or
ool lude—not in any purely reflective or straightforwardly harmonious fashion,
Dt refrwctiv r,i_l.- inthe .-‘lfl'ril of'n mise mu.[lvmnr.

Turning indtially v the question of writing and vext, we have already seenhow
Derridean philosophy fntroduces the notion of a text as a comples, layered,
differential construction, and how this position emerges ot of a rdicalisaton
of Saussure's ditterential conception of language. Derrida’s comments on sup-
plement and deferral serve, fist, to problenatise the concepis of beginnings
and expression and, second, w subordinate phenomena w a broadly linguis-
tic frame, This no doubt also informs the charge of idealism thar is somerimes
broasght 1o Derrida’s door—despite the co-presence in his philosophy of a
number of clearly materialist coneerns (e, the mawerialioe of inscriprion, and
the emplovment of the vins as a metaphor),

i_-_"xnl:ml::_':.:i copeerns with vital mster and meilerial semsaiion ae neverthe-
less rather more prominent in Delousian thoughe. This ariscs partly out of
Delenze’s embrace of (a kind of} empirvicism, and partly out of his affinity with
a set of st omee vital and sypaemic proces-philoaphical concerns, Long belore
the poststructural um, process philosophers had addressed the emergent.
developmental, and relational qualities of phenomena. In the opening o At
i J:Zr_l!'vcrl:ml'f, Dewey {1 '.'-'34] 1% | :_-tilli{-iﬂ:.' aildressed the honk as a P wessnal
artefact, noting how it "somchow becomes solated from the . . . conditions
uncker which i was browght inee being™ (1), drawing atention to the way in
which “a wall is built around [it]” (2}, while claiming tha "t wederstand the
flowering of plants” we must examine *the interactions of soil, air, water and
sunlight thar condition [their] growrh” (2]

Similar observations occur later in the twentdeth century with the mrn mw
poststructuralisne. Thus, for Foucanlt {Jig72] 2002, 25-26) the hook would
Decome “a mode within o nerwork™ than had noclear Gromniers: while G Buarles
(1977, 160} the vext would hold the interrexmal —*the weo-berwveen ™ of anocher
test, quite different to its *sources” Poststructural eritique did however fur-
theer radlicalise lllll.r:.'lfnn'\.' ul‘rr]ﬂl'umrllfrl',' ||r'|||1Iyn,-n'|s'|l'i.‘.:|1'|3I the bonnded statns
ot only of the rexr bur also of the author and the reader. Thus, for Deleure, a
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bookwould beeome a “collection of bifurcaring, divergent and muddled lines™
that are "unattributable wo individuals” {Deleuze 2007, ix-x) which had ®anly
iself, in conmecion with other assemblages” (Delenze and Guanan w7, gh
Elaborating on this, Dickmann {2013, 22} draws atention w the way in which
the semiotic and the pragmatic are fiused together in Deleure and Guattaris
account of the perpemally ranscoding rhizomaric book, which becomes plo-
ralised through the marerial inscripion of multiple processes of reading,

While few othess have explored the relutional spects of intenestality mose
than Derricka, by taking inwo account Deleuze’s emphasis upon pertormarivicy,
emergence, and onto-genetic construction, wie are nevertheless able to supple-
ment Derrida’s aceonnt of restality by addresing its neglect of the onitoge-
neric process of writing thar focuses upon the emergence of 2 vext. Thar is, in
contesting the conception of a text as a static object or as a stable propositional
structure, process philosophy draws attention to a complex productive history
in the form of substitutions, redevelopments, and the emergence of fdeas thar
take place over the course of its composition—reminding us that a text embaod-
] :ic\'l:!ll]1|||¢r|luh..1|:||'|n]r:x|'1,_l.- affa e gi{,u].:u:s.lhﬂl'{;. wrl senmntic oacler,

I Delenze can offer Derrida a reminder of the imponance of ontegenctic
comstruction and the corporeal nature ofa texst, then perhaps Derrida can offer
Debenee—ar at least Derrida might offer some Deleuzians—the gift of con-
restation and refusal tha is all wo often Jost in the context of artistic research.
That is, while many projects inspived by Delenzian thought seek out new rela-
LT OF InCorporate experiments in living, the endency wwards impercepo-
bility can nevertheless serve to neuter any critical or political force. Itis impors
tant o note that this crinicism cannot so easily be directed ar Delenze himself
Wi have seen how Delevee’s inscriprion of creativity ino the very essenee of
the world has been positioned as both foundatonalise and fundamentalise by
iy of Tis commentators (Hallward 2o May 19, Mu"urkﬂ;_l.‘ 200 —amd
bearing in mind thar Delewse, like Heldegger befiore him, attempis to take the
entire history of representational thinking to task, he can hardly be positioned
s baeing in sy sense critienlly or politieally demure,

Hew then can contestation and dissent be thought in the context of anis-
tic research? Refracting sefusal through a Delevzo-Dervidean mise én abyie,
wer arrive ab g rch mode of contestation that s nevert heless l'||r|frr||.|g'|'|]}' CTEe -
tive in character. In Whar &+ Phifasepfy? Deleure and Guareari (1094) develop
an aperatic conceplion of the discipline in which they sres the need for the
philosophical wrimicy of congepr, peroepr, and affect, which Deleuze (g, 165)
goes on to describe as “the philosophical minin™ that is equired "o get things
Haring”

In a closely related passage from A Thensand Plateaus - which is perhaps the
nearest thing we have oo a statement of method—we are counselled by Deleuze
amud Guatian (987, 16a) 1o “lodge [ourselves] on o strmomm,” and “experiment
with the opporunities it offers” in order w find “porential movements of
deterritorialization.” Inportantly fr our purposes heve, this passage ends with
thes assertion that i s l1|'||:.'|!|'|1111,1g'|'| “a meticulons relation with the strata " that
we might ultimarely succeed “in freeing lines of flight”
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We have seen how Derridean deconsoruetion armmes us to the composition
of a stramm precisely through it identification of potential movements and
points of sensiviviey—albeit Dernida primanly addreses movements apper-
taining to 3 somewhat molar and conceprual order —with only some relatively
minor concessions to affect. [t is important to recognise, however, thar what
Derrida rakes from us with one hand, he gives back tows with the acher: the loss
of Deleuzian molecularity is in some sense recouped first through deconstruc-
tion's distinerively mokar contestation of molarity itelf) and second through s
creation of footholds for Delewzo-Dermidean lines of ighe, thar neicher bind
us nor blind us vo negarion and refusal,
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