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Is there a statement to which both Deleuze and Badiou rally in their thought?  They share in the proclamation that Badiou picks out in Plato’s Parmenides dialogue: ‘the one is not’ (Badiou 2005a: 34).  This means that we must be rid of any dialectic of ‘the One’ and ‘the many’.  The multiple is to be thought without presupposing any form of oneness or unity.  They aim to be faithful to the non-being of the one by speaking of the multiple on its own terms.  Oneness or unity is not given in advance and therefore multiple being is liberated and able to relate and develop as multiplicity.  It follows that Deleuze and Badiou are equally concerned with forms of unity or organization that result from processes immanent to the multiple.  However, they differ when it comes to the nature of these multiplicities.  For Deleuze there are intensive multiplicities and extensive multiplicities from the start.  For Badiou we must begin with extensive multiplicities only.  This presents us with quite different landscapes which are to be the settings for ‘events’ and the thought and action which respond to these events.  

In order to explore the significant differences between these two thinkers the first part of this paper will consider their ontological commitments.  Beginning with their common concern with multiplicity we will explore Deleuze’s founding move to different types of multiplicity.  Badiou’s critique of this approach will be related to his defence of the abstract resources of set theory in opposition to the concrete syntheses with which Deleuze seeks to begin.  This will be related to Badiou’s concern to localize the event and distinguish it with abstract precision from the situations in which we find ourselves.  The second part of this paper will then explore the consequences of Deleuze’s ontological commitments when it comes to the ethics of the event demanded by Badiou.  Deleuze’s engagement with Stoicism will provide the setting for his account of how events occur and represent a source of thought and activity.  We will see that both thinkers share a commitment to the ‘truth’ of events whilst differing when it comes to the actualization of events in the thought and activity of subjects.  The third and final part of this essay will seek to evaluate Deleuze’s account of the role of events in particular situations and in the activities of subjects responding to events.  This will allow us to draw conclusions about Badiou’s critique of Deleuze and the ability of Deleuze to withstand these criticisms.  I will argue that Deleuze shares with Badiou a concern to maintain a clear view of the subject as a figure engaged in the pursuit of new and unheard of projects which answer the call of events.  We will find their common ground in their attempts to deal with the same problems of realizing the event in the thought and action of committed agents. 

1.  One Multiplicity or Two?
Badiou indicates the common ground he shares with Deleuze when he credits him with being ‘… the first to properly grasp that contemporary metaphysics must consist in a theory of multiplicities and an embrace of singularities’ (Badiou 2004: 67).  They share a concern with genuine multiplicities and these must be made up of ‘singularities’ and their relations rather than being composed of parts which presuppose a pre-existing whole or particulars subsumed under general laws (Deleuze 2005a: 6).  Both are critical philosophers and they build their respective critiques upon their ontological commitment to multiplicity.  Deleuze seeks to undermine the transcendence of the One by affirming the equality of the multiple and singular.  All of being is equally the expression of multiplicity and is singular insofar as it contributes to a multiplicity in its own way.  This means that the heterogeneous and the hybrid are included, as is shown when Deleuze and Guattari embrace rhizomatous root systems in A Thousand Plateaus as a model for how multiplicity is extended in a decentred and unorthodox way (Deleuze and Guattari 1988: 5f).  This prevents an ontological unity being given in advance, one that would embrace all of being and thus crowd out the decisive changes or breaks that Badiou identifies as ‘events’ and which for Deleuze extend a multiplicity by differentiating it.  For both thinkers oneness must not be taken for granted but actually accounted for by events that genuinely ‘make a difference’ and thus mark out the unity or oneness of the situations in which we find ourselves.  Oneness is to be accounted for but how this takes place leads Deleuze and Badiou to different theories of the multiple.  How do their conceptions of multiplicity differ in such a way that these landscapes where events occur are fundamentally different?

When Deleuze and Guattari comment on Badiou’s thought in their final collaboration What is Philosophy? the divergence becomes clear:  ‘There must be at least two multiplicities, two types, from the outset.  This is not because dualism is better than unity but because the multiplicity is precisely what happens between the two’ (Deleuze and Guattari 1994: 152).  Here we are introduced to the virtual-actual couple that looms so large in Deleuze’s thought.  The complex relationship of the actual and the virtual is to be one of reciprocal determination and mutual presupposition.  Keith Ansell Pearson has argued that one cannot understand their relations without invoking a third term between the actual and the virtual (Ansell Pearson 1999: 94).  This third term is ‘individuation’ and for Deleuze it must involve virtual intensities constructively in actual situations whose multiplicity is extensive (Deleuze 2004a: 190-1).  This ensures that virtual differences are individuating and thus mediate the actual and the virtual by securing the relevance of the virtual to actual situations where individuals and their concerns are at stake.  There are then at least two types of multiplicity in any account of reality that includes its actual and virtual dimensions while securing the processes of individuation that realize both of these terms.  This suggests that terms proliferate in Deleuze’s thought, that we have a concrete synthesis where multiplicities must be of different types if they are to embody the richness of the concrete.  This leads Deleuze and Guattari to argue that Badiou’s set-theoretical ontology impoverishes the multiple and condemns philosophy to ‘float in empty transcendence’ (Deleuze and Guattari 1994: 152).  This refers to Badiou’s emphasis on the ‘conditions’ of the discovery of truths through the realization of events in the activity of artists, scientists, lovers and political activists (Badiou 2005a: 3-4).  Rather than a philosophy engaged with the concrete and drawing upon its unlimited resources and energy, we have what Deleuze and Guattari call a ‘higher philosophy’ which abstractly considers the activity of other disciplines without getting its hands dirty.
  For Deleuze and Guattari this kind of philosophy is inadequate to the task of accounting for the abstract in and through the concrete.  It presents us with abstractions without showing how they emerged in relation to the concrete.  We must turn to Badiou’s defence of abstraction if we are to understand the orientation of his thought away from the concrete.

In his writings on Deleuze’s philosophy Badiou argues that, while Deleuze has correctly focused upon multiplicities and their singularities as the starting point for an account of reality, he wrongly turns to two types of multiplicity.  Indeed, the actual-virtual couple is the major focus for Badiou’s critique of Deleuze.  In his Deleuze: The Clamour of Being he finds that the virtual and intensive multiplicity overwhelms and undermines the actual and extensive multiplicity.  He makes the following claim: ‘“Virtual” is without any doubt the principal name of Being in Deleuze’s work’ (Badiou 2000: 43).  He also maintains that ‘… the virtual is the ground of the actual’ (ibid).  In polemical style he is staking out the terms for his encounter with Deleuze, putting Deleuze clearly on one the side of the virtual and himself staunchly on the side of the actual:  ‘The result is that Deleuze’s virtual ground remains for me a transcendence, whereas for Deleuze, it is my logic of the multiple that, in not being originally referred to the act of the One, fails to hold thought firmly within immanence’ (ibid: 46).  Badiou’s reading of Deleuze follows from his argument that by invoking the virtual as the production of differentiations in the actual we subsume the actual in the virtual.  He understands the relation of the actual and the virtual as imposing a virtual oneness or unity as the source of actual determinations.  Deleuze did seek to avoid this by referring to the ‘univocity’ of being rather than its unity or oneness.  This means that being is said equally of all beings because all beings equally participate in being and express it in their own, equally valid, ways (Deleuze 2004a: 45).  As a result all differences are fully real and the most concrete and unorthodox of thoughts and sensations are as real as the most abstract and well-established ones.  This is the Deleuzian liberation of being which Badiou refers to in the title of his book Deleuze: The Clamour of Being.  However, in the apparently liberating term ‘clamour’ there are all sorts of negative connotations from Badiou’s point of view.  He finds this clamour to be an interruption and disruption of a project seeking to realize the non-being of the one.  We are distracted and impeded in the pursuit of the singular truth of an event by the clamour of differences which for Deleuze must all equally occupy us as we encounter concrete syntheses.  Furthermore, because all of actual being is equally a product of the virtual it is of lesser importance in itself.  Everything actual is equal only insofar as it is equally an expression of a more perfect reality, a reality able to account for the differentiation of extensive multiplicities.  Given this critical broadside against Deleuze’s virtual as a second type of multiplicity, how does Badiou defend his own account against Deleuze’s rejection of his purely extensive multiplicities?  

We find Badiou’s defence in his claim that ‘[t]he concrete is more abstract than the abstract’ (Badiou 2004: 77).  This follows from his faith in the richness of ideal or axiomatic thinking, an approach whose development he follows in mathematics in the wake of Cantor’s discovery of set theory (Badiou 2005a: 6).  For him this mathematical discovery is an ‘event’, an event realized as a truth by scientists just as artists may realize the truth of the event behind cubism and political activists may realize the truth of the event of the French Revolution.
  By reducing reality to certain axioms we account for it in a much fuller way than if we rely upon what is most concrete in our experience.  Badiou argues that the axioms of the Zermelo-Fraenkel system, the standard form of set theory today, authorize us to treat reality as an extensive multiplicity.  This is a landscape marked out by an indifferent belonging to sets which does not involve picking out any characteristic features of what belongs or does not belong to a set.  Badiou is in pursuit of a thinking of reality that avoids all definitions, all reference to a oneness that would fill in being in advance and prevent the gaps or holes in knowledge that make revolutions possible.  A system of axioms or Ideas of the multiple is the means Badiou finds in set theory to achieve this:  ‘It is clear that only an axiom system can structure a situation in which what is presented is presentation.  It alone avoids having to make a one out of the multiple, leaving the latter as what is in implicit in the regulated consequences through which it manifests itself as multiple’ (ibid: 30).  For Badiou this alone allows thought to be immanent to being, to think being as multiple and singular without presupposing a transcendent oneness or unity.  He writes of how set theory’s ‘... lexicon contains solely one relation, ϵ [belonging sign], and therefore no unitary predicate, no property in the strict sense’ (ibid: 44).  This is a subtractive ontology, one that grasps those axioms which make it possible to clear the ground for the occurrence of events without presupposing what has or will have happened in response to these events.  In contrast, Deleuze is concerned with the fullness of being as presented by the concrete syntheses that assemble and extend multiplicities.  As we’ve seen, Badiou understands this as an expression of the superior power of virtual multiplicity to differentiate actual multiplicity.  He argues that it invokes ‘the act of the One’ rather than undermining it.  While Deleuze engages more closely with the concrete in order to account for the abstract unity we find in reality, Badiou argues that only the heights of abstraction surveyed by set theory allow us to account for reality in its most concrete aspects.  For Badiou we must abstractly clear the ground to make possible those events which actually account for the concrete in all its aspects.  Why are the emptiness, abstraction and subtraction found in set theory essential to Badiou’s account of events which are only realized by situated activities which necessarily engage with and draw upon the concrete?  

Badiou asks a founding ontological question in his Being and Event: ‘... where is the absolutely initial point of being?’ (Badiou 2005a: 48).  Along with reducing reality to the membership of sets, the axioms that Badiou is concerned with authorize us to decide upon the existence of the void.  The axiom of the void-set joins with the other axioms in accounting for the operation of the ‘count as one’ which unifies purely extensive multiplicities.  The void has a foundational role because it voids any relation between a foundational multiple and any other.  It prevents this multiple, which is situated ‘on the edge of the void’, from joining in a process of dissemination which would undermine the unity secured by the ‘count as one’ operation (ibid: 185-6).  Therefore, the void is foundational because it disjoins the foundational set in every extensive multiplicity from the proliferation of relations that would rob this multiple whole of its singular being.  This is axiomatic because purely extensive multiplicity can never be counted once and for all.  Uncounted elements of sets always exceed the unity of the count in their relations with one another.
  The void is involved both in the foundation of extensive multiplicities and in the processes triggered by events which result in a wholly new situation arising to replace the current state of things.  As a result of the role of the void in every situation of extensive being there is always more to reality than is counted by operations of the ‘count as one’ and this excess is a contingent, inconsistent and incalculable element.  Deleuze certainly shares this concern to make room for the aleatory or chance-driven processes symbolized for both thinkers by the image of A Cast of Dice … found in the work of the symbolist poet Stephan Mallarmé (Badiou 2005a: 191-8; Deleuze 2004a: 353f).  They share a concern that no sum of possibility should form the horizon of thought and action.  Both understand Mallarmé’s A Cast of Dice … as the means by which the horizon of possibility is overcome.  This is a point at which we find Deleuze and Badiou on common ground as they reject habits of thought based upon the calculation of possible outcomes, preferring to embrace what Deleuze calls ‘the whole of chance’ (Deleuze 2004a: 354).  How are we to understand this embrace of a whole which is not a sum of possible outcomes?
In his account of Bergson’s philosophy Deleuze argues as follows:  ‘The idea of the possible appears when, instead of grasping each existent in its novelty, the whole of existence is related to a pre-formed element, from which everything is supposed to emerge by simple “realization”’ (Deleuze 1991: 20).  This forms part of his account of Bergson’s distinction between ‘differences of degree’ and ‘differences in kind’ which characterise extensive and intensive multiplicities respectively.  If we think in terms of differences of degree we focus upon the notion of ‘more or less’ (ibid: 20-1).  There is more or less chance of something occurring and we can only embrace the scope of this possibility.  Deleuze credits Bergson with the discovery of differences in kind which transform a closed sum of possibility into an open whole where novelty can be embraced as a potential break with the situation in which we find ourselves.  They give chance a greater scope because a difference in kind breaks with any given sum of possibility and introduces a genuinely ‘novel’ occurrence which cannot be derived from any calculation.  However, while for Deleuze we must embrace the uncountable intensive multiplicity which does away with notions of ‘more or less’, for Badiou it is the countable itself that overcomes possibility and secures novelty.  He understands number as harbouring an excess over any closed sum of possibility.  This is because sets are not determined as open or closed, they precede the distinction between these two alternatives.  As we’ve seen, their characteristics are not picked out and we cannot name their elements.  There is no need to follow Deleuze in relating a closed set (the actual) to an open production of novelty able to account for it (the virtual).  It follows from Badiou’s commitment to set theory that for him extensive multiplicity has the resources in its axiomatic foundation to account for both the closure of situations, which is represented by the ‘state of the situation’
, and the potential opening which is represented by the fragmentary and precarious event.
  As we’ve seen, multiple being can never be counted once and for all.  However, what is uncounted is open to new counts.  It is not identified as an uncountable, intensive multiplicity which differentiates the extensive.  For Badiou a single type of multiplicity, an extensive and countable one made up of sets, is enough to account for the excessive power of contingency in A Cast of Dice …  What are the consequences of this move for the process through which events are realised in Badiou’s account?  How does the austerity of Badiou’s multiple being make it possible for events to be realized with very full and concrete consequences?

For Badiou the landscape of extensive multiplicities and the role of the void in every situation of multiple being must localize the process that realises the truth of an event.  It must provide a focus which he finds lacking in Deleuze’s account of the actualization of the virtual:  ‘By way of contrast, the set theoretical or ontological open is entirely contained in the actuality of its own determination, which exhausts it univocally’ (Badiou 2004: 72-3).  Badiou is concerned to establish the localizing power of his schema of situation and event.  Extensive multiplicity is supplemented by an event whose potential truth depends not upon a superior virtual multiplicity but upon the activity of subjects within a situation.  He therefore points to an ‘internal power of localization’ (ibid: 72) by way of contrast to a virtual power he sees as running across and overwhelming actual situations in Deleuze’s account.
  It is then the local and focused activity of subjects in response to an event which leads him to reject any move to the virtual, any attempt to involve a wider production of reality in the situated activity of those agents he calls ‘militants of truth’ (Badiou 2003: 103).  As we saw, the operation ‘count as one’ gives us an extensive multiplicity of sets which is always exceeded by what is uncounted and inconsistent.  This excess has the potential to occur locally and to be realized in artistic, scientific, amorous and political projects.  If we invoke a wider and more significant reality, such as Deleuze’s virtual, we undermine localised activities and don’t actually account for them.  This shows us that the conditions for an event taking place are quite different for Deleuze and Badiou.  They rely upon different multiplicities, different landscapes for the activity associated with events.  Is it the fullness of the concrete and its intensities or the emptiness of a situation reduced to the operation of certain axioms which provides the setting for world-changing events?

2.  An Ethics of Events?
We have so far been thinking about Deleuze and Badiou in terms of their ontological commitments.  Fullness and the void are starting points that loom large in the history of philosophy and now meet again in two philosophies committed to events which are liberated by multiple being.  Despite this common concern with making room for events we found that Deleuze’s concern with the fullness of being leads him to an ultimately intensive reality while Badiou’s concern that we must start with emptiness and subtraction leads him to affirm the extensive alone.  In this section we will consider the nature of the thought and action that occurs in response to events which take place against such different backgrounds.  For Badiou there is a highly demanding ethics of the event and it is against certain ethical standards that he judges Deleuze’s account harshly.  The meaning of the term ethics which we are concerned with here is the one that Badiou defends in his Ethics: An Essay on the Understanding of Evil.  He argues that we should relate ethics to particular situations, singular processes and the ‘destiny of truths’ (Badiou 2001: 3).  He is defining ethics in relation to the ontological commitments we saw him make in the previous section.  He is committed to understanding events as potential truths whose potential is localized in situations and in processes which involve subjects.  This leads him to reject definitions of ethics which link it to ‘abstract categories’ such as ‘Man or Human, Right or Law, the Other…’ (ibid).  This opens up a huge area of debate but in the context of our investigation it is the implication of a concrete ethics, as distinct from one based on ‘abstract categories’, which is important.  As we saw, Badiou argues that the concrete is accounted for through abstraction when set theory makes it possible to think situations where events occur and have deeply concrete consequences.  We will explore this definition of ethics in order to understand how thought and action must respond to events for Badiou, and how this deepens our understanding of his relations with Deleuze.  

In Deleuze: The Clamour of Being Badiou seeks to draw out the consequences of the ways in which he and Deleuze situate events:

For there are two paradigms that govern the manner in which the multiple is thought, as Deleuze’s texts indicate from very early on: the “vital” (or “animal”) paradigm of open multiplicities (in the Bergsonian filiation) and the mathematical paradigm of sets, which can also be qualified as “stellar” in Mallarmé’s sense of the word. (Badiou 2000: 4)

Deleuze’s virtual paradigm is ‘animal’ insofar as it presents the fullness in which thought ‘burrows’ and thus embodies an animal movement that is engaged with the concrete rather than abstracting from it.
  As an ethics of the event we can understand burrowing as the perseverance of subjects in drawing upon the concrete.  Rather than seeking to abstract or gain an overview we should relate the most heterogeneous things in order to grasp reality as something made up of multiplicities.  These require a ‘burrowing subject’ if they are to be expressed and extended in our own activity.  We do not then oppose different things but persevere and push on with our attempts to relate things that differ.  As we’ve seen, Deleuze’s terms multiply as he seeks to account fully for actual, virtual and individuating dimensions of reality.  We are individuated most fully if we burrow and make heterogeneous connections because our thought and activity now express being, they are immanent to being.  Rather than an empty space there is the fullness of being as the landscape where events occur and are taken up by engaged and determined subjects.  We’ve seen how Badiou challenges this approach on ontological grounds when he invokes set theory.  In Logics of Worlds he argues that for Deleuze ‘[t]he event is the gift of the One amid the concatenation of multiplicities’ (Badiou 2009: 382).  This event presents us with the oneness of the concrete syntheses going on all around us and thus enforces our confusing and animal-like state.  This brings us to his challenge on ethical grounds, something which responds to the state in which we are left by Deleuze’s ontology.  Having allied Deleuze with an animal paradigm he describes his account as ‘… addressing itself to each and everyone’s animal disquiet, to our confused desires, to everything that makes us scurry about blindly on the desolate surface of the earth’ (Badiou 2004: 69).  If an ethics of the event concerns a singular situation and a singular process involving the subject then Deleuze has undermined the singularity, integrity and purpose which are at the centre of this ethics.  Badiou presents Deleuze’s account of events and the activity that responds to them as messy and confused, not focused and engaged upon particular situations, and therefore not truly ethical.  

The ethics of the event which Badiou draws from his own ontological commitments is exemplified by cases of political activism rather than animal life.  Amongst these the case of St. Paul is exemplary.  Badiou argues that Paul was a militant of the truth of Christ’s resurrection.  Despite his own atheism Badiou argues that we can hold up the lessons of Paul’s ministry as universal.
  We can read his epistles as ‘… local interventions, and hence governed by localized tactical stakes …’ (Badiou 2003: 14).  They are addressed to small groups which he had set up in various cities across the Roman Empire in the course of his ‘organizational wandering’ (ibid: 21).  This is an ethics oriented towards events whose potential truth is at stake and which must be concrete not in an animal-like way but in the activity undertaken by human beings in a strategic and thoughtful response to an event.  How is this human perseverance distinguished from an animal one?  For Badiou human beings are capable of rallying to events no matter how different their circumstances may be.  They have the ability to abstract from the manifold particularities of their situation and rally to an event which addresses all of humanity.  Rather than focusing upon animal-like responses to a concrete entanglement Badiou points to what is generic in the ways human beings respond to events despite their cultural differences.  He opposes truths to such differences, arguing that only truths genuinely make a difference by overcoming the current state of things (Badiou 2008: 172).  Cultural differences can be respected and accommodated by the state of the situation, whether this be a political state or an artistic one that conflates art with culture and thus confines artists to ‘burrowing’ in their cultural heritage and re-assembling it as curators rather than creators.  They are not then the source of genuine change, the source of a break with the current state of things, but a source of confusion which obscures the distinction between situation and event.  For Badiou the ability of humans to abstract is built upon their ability to ‘produce the same’ (Badiou 2005b: 150).  Rather than conserving differences between social groups Badiou envisages the assembly of new identities through activities which draw upon the concrete resources we have available to us.  One example would be the enclaves of Christianity set up St. Paul which carved out spaces free from the stifling alternatives offered by the state structure of the Roman Empire.  Another would be the partial transfer of operations from the state to the soviets or local workers’ councils in Bolshevik Russia (ibid).  This involves being close to the concrete not in order to think being, since this is done by set theory in a wholly abstract way, but in order to work out strategies for the realization of the truth of an event in a future situation.  Thus, rather than concrete confusion and the proliferation of terms Badiou seeks a clear-cut distinction between the event whose potential truth is futural and the situation whose current configuration must be broken with.  We do not then ‘burrow’ in the concrete world in which we find ourselves but make use of it in relation to an event whose potential is only realized through this truth-directed and committed activity.   In what sense does Deleuze share in this commitment to the future truth of events which demands a clear distinction and potential break from the situation in which we find ourselves?  

A key source for Deleuze’s understanding of events which populate intensive multiplicities is his engagement with Stoic thought.  In The Logic of Sense he understands the Stoics as placing events between things or ‘states of affairs’ and propositions.  It follows that ‘[e]verything happens at the boundary between things and propositions’ (Deleuze 2004b: 11).  This echoes Badiou’s concern with events that are fragmentary and precarious rather than being established features of situations or well-grounded meanings within language.  We’ve seen that within Deleuze’s concrete proliferation of terms more than one type of multiplicity is required and we must concentrate on what happens between these types.  In his account of Stoicism Deleuze wants to preserve the freedom of events to occur purely by chance by distinguishing between the chains of cause and effect which hold amongst things or bodies, and the relations of quasi-causality that hold amongst incorporeal events.  It is true that these events are caused by the mixture of things or bodies.  However, they attain independence amongst themselves through their quasi-causal relations, forming series that exceed the limits and logic of causality.  This allows Deleuze to articulate an ethics of the event which is committed to that which exceeds the mixture of bodies.  However, the resources provided by this mixture or concrete synthesis must be drawn upon by this process.  Thus, whilst events are caused by this concrete synthesis, through their quasi-causal relations they make possible a break with the concrete situations and entanglements in which we find ourselves (Deleuze 2004b: 9).  Has Deleuze’s own consideration of the event brought him closer to Badiou concerns and ethical standards? 

In his reading of Deleuze, Slavoj Žižek has emphasized the role of The Logic of Sense in meeting concerns which he shares with Badiou.  Žižek isolates two poles in Deleuze’s thought.  One is exemplified by the overwhelmingly concrete reality we find in Deleuze and Guattari’s Anti-Oedipus where flows of matter and ‘partial objects’ have an ontological priority over anything abstracted from flows or understood as a complete object (Deleuze and Guattari 1984: 5-6).  The latter are situated as interruptions and breaks in flows, as assemblages of partial objects rather than enduring objects of desire.  The other pole is found in the incorporeal events that rise above the mixture of bodies in The Logic of Sense (Žižek 2004: 30).  This is the version of Deleuze that Žižek prefers because, like Badiou, he seeks that which endures in order to locate the role of truth in the activity of subjects.  Indeed, Deleuze appears to echo Badiou when he emphasizes the neutrality, impassibility and indifference of the event so that it can preserve its ‘eternal truth’ and be distinguished from its actualizations (Deleuze 2004b: 116).  This brings out a distinction in The Logic of Sense between events whose ‘eternal truth’ provides a focus for activity and those which surround us all the time and do not have the same role.  Does this challenge the supposed equality of all differences in Deleuze’s thought?  Are some differences more important than others in the ethical situations where an event is at stake?

According to Deleuze’s reading of the Stoics the qualities and quantities that mark out states of affairs are part of the mixture of bodies which forms a concrete synthesis:  ‘But what we mean by “to grow,” “to diminish,” “to become red,” “to become green,” “to cut,” and “to be cut,” etc., is something entirely different’ (ibid: 8).  These incorporeal events are what Stoicism identifies as a ‘mist’ at the surface of things in contrast to the processes that occur in the depths of the mixture of bodies as a thoroughly concrete synthesis (ibid: 30).  This type of event is to be contrasted with the capitalized Event whose eternal truth has a different role in the life of subjects.  Deleuze uses the example of a battle as an eternal truth whose occurrence is extremely problematic:

If the battle is not an example of an event among others, but rather the Event in its essence, it is no doubt because it is actualized in diverse manners at once, and because each participant may grasp it at different levels of actualization within its variable present. (ibid: 116)

This ‘variable present’ is identified with the time of Aion, the time of quasi-causality where the present is not simple and given but evental.  The evental present is ‘… an impersonal instant which is divided into still-future and already-past’ (ibid: 172).  As such it can be actualized in different ways.  In contrast, Chronos is the time of the mixture of bodies and their concrete synthesis where chains of cause and effect reduce the present to its place in a succession.  Now an ethics of the event is to be articulated around the eternal truth of an Event whose actualization is an open-ended process.  It rises above the situation where it is actualized in various ways insofar as it ‘hovers over its own field’ (ibid).  We saw that Deleuze describes this Event as neutral in relation to the situation where it occurs.  Its localization is limited because it is not identified with one side or another in situations where actual struggles and projects are at stake.  It is not on the side of those seeking to change the situation from an unjust one to a just one, from a moribund state of affairs to a creative one, from a repressive regime to a free one or from a state of resignation to one of commitment and faith.  Thus, while the Event has been clearly distinguished from its situation, as Badiou demands, Deleuze does not attach to this occurrence the promise of a currently indiscernible future state.  
As we’ve seen, Badiou emphasises the need to ‘produce the same’ and this demands that an event be placed on one side in a struggle.  It must not be neutral.  This is reflected in Badiou’s many surveys of the history of different disciplines.  These are where truth is at stake and therefore lines must be drawn up.  An artist is either neo-classical or avant garde.  A subject is either caught up in the web of names which constitutes the encyclopaedia of the state of the situation or is a political subject committed to a future, currently indiscernible state.  Badiou argues that contemporary conditions, such as the dominance of capitalism, demand that we establish a distinction between subjects who exemplify fidelity to an event in a way that is relevant today and those who don’t.  In contrast, for Deleuze we participate in the Event by losing all that makes us individual.  This unites brave and cowardly, victor and vanquished, in an unlimited series, an intensive multiplicity which brings together different emotions, characters and moods as the individuating differences of a subject.  This expresses the indifference of the event to its actualizations.  As we’ve seen the Event is ungraspable, it is not present, and therefore cannot be expressed by anything particular or individual, no matter how essential this appears to be for a struggle or a cause that matters to us here and now.  It seems that for Deleuze it is not our own survival and flourishing that is at stake but the dynamics of the virtual.  Does this lead him to neglect the situated and active subjects that Badiou understands as essential to any ethics of the event?

3.  Localising the Event
The Logic of Sense has taken us some distance in our appreciation of the common ground shared by Deleuze and Badiou.  The ‘eternal truth’ of the Event has been preserved and distinguished from the concrete syntheses that go on all around us.  We saw how Žižek’s reading of The Logic of Sense brings Deleuze closer to Badiou.  However, in Badiou’s Logics of Worlds we find him seeking to ‘reverse’ Deleuze’s thinking of the event in The Logic of Sense (Badiou 2009: 384).  This is because Deleuze seems unable to provide an account of the role of events in the activity of subjects which meets the ontological and ethical standards set by Badiou.  Thus, while Deleuze gives pre-eminence to the Event, ascribing ‘eternal truth’ to it, for Badiou this becomes the focus and point of convergence which unites all things in an overwhelming fatalism of the event.  He calls this ‘… the absorption of the event by the One of life’ (ibid: 387).  He wants to reverse the process:  How does the event occur in the context of a particular situation with all its challenges and obstacles, and sustain the activity of those striving to produce something new?  In this final section of the essay we will consider the opposition that has arisen and ask whether Deleuze has the resources in his thought to meet the strong criticisms leveled at him by Badiou. 
Against those who question his reading of Deleuze, Badiou responds characteristically by seeking to localize the inquiry.  Rather than seeking ‘a defence and illustration of textual orthodoxy’ he argues that we must focus upon what matters here and now:  ‘We would be getting nearer to the inherent philosophical tension that characterizes our turn of the century’ (Badiou 2004: 68).  One of those who questions Badiou’s grasp of Deleuze’s philosophy is Todd May.  Does this involve an escape into the exegesis and appreciation of the text at the expense of the contemporary conditions of truth?  Does it in fact provide a depth of textual analysis which deepens our grasp of the potential for change in the contemporary world?  May argues that for Deleuze thought and action are set in the context of ‘… a single time that has both virtual and actual aspects [and which] does not require us to choose between a collapse of the virtual into the actual (or vice versa) and the reintroduction of transcendence’ (May 2004: 76).  He claims that it is in Bergson’s philosophy that Deleuze finds the means to articulate the ‘temporal unfolding’ that involves the virtual in the actual.  This ensures that the perfection of the virtual depends upon its intimate relation with the actual.  We examined the distinction between the ‘differences in degree’ and ‘differences in kind’ that Deleuze finds in Bergson’s philosophy.  Virtual and intensive ‘differences in kind’ must be involved in the life of the actual and actually extended by the activities of individuals if the whole of time is to be genuinely both actual and virtual.  We must be capable of encountering and drawing upon events rather than simply marveling at their virtual dimensions.  How does this Bergsonian inspiration relate to the ethics of the event which seemed so problematic in Deleuze’s The Logic of Sense?
Our focus upon The Logic of Sense has lead us to consider how for Deleuze events take place in the context of a wider whole whilst making ethical demands in particular situations.  James Williams argues that for Deleuze an event draws its power from a wider whole made up of series articulated by quasi-causal relations:  ‘As an event, a beginning must be understood as a novel selection in ongoing and continually altering series’ (Williams 2008: 2).  Rather than a break that localizes our thought and activity, an event is a ‘beginning’ that draws upon many series or processes that are ongoing.  As we’ve seen, what Deleuze calls the ‘pure grasping of the event’ (Deleuze 2004b: 117) bears little resemblance to Badiou’s militant and activist conception of faith and commitment.  Instead it is an effort of the subject to ‘… open himself up to the impersonal and pre-individual role’ (ibid: 170).  For Badiou this is to neglect the actualities which are crucial to any struggle of those faithful to an event against the current state of the situation in which they find themselves.  The subject must be fully actual; they must be brave and not cowardly, faithful to the event and not to the current state of the situation.  They must make connections between the event and aspects of the current situation which may prove to be means of realizing the truth of the event.  An ethics of the event must be concerned with a present that is full of the working out and implementation of strategies of fidelity to an event.  Badiou attempts to summarise Deleuze’s thinking of the event quite simply: ‘he opts for fate’ (Badiou 2009: 384).  How can a fatalism of the event lead us to think through and implement strategies for realizing an event as an actual and significant change in the way things are?  As we’ve seen Todd May’s emphasis upon the temporal nature of the virtual provides us with a way of reading The Logic of the Sense more deeply on its own terms.  Does this limit us to exegesis and distract us from the contemporary world and its ethical demands?    
One of the most difficult aspects of the ethics of the event located in Deleuze’s The Logic of Sense is its affirmative conception of encounters with the world, no matter how shocking or destructive they might be.
  This develops the reading of Stoicism we have been considering, according to which events are to be affirmed with complete indifference to the actualities of the situation, such as the pain or suffering involved.  From Badiou’s point of view this renders the subject passive, inviting resignation rather than productive thought and action.  However, Deleuze envisages a subject who is active in affirming the event that has befallen them.  In The Logic of Sense the Stoical subject declares that:  ‘“My wound existed before me, I was born to embody it”.  It is a question of attaining this will that the event creates in us, of becoming the quasi-cause of what is produced within us, …’ (Deleuze 2004b: 169).   How does this contribute to the agency and activity of a subject faced with the challenges and obstacles of a particular situation that opposes the potential truth of an event to which they are committed?  

As we’ve seen, for Deleuze it is the quasi-causality that holds amongst events which frees us from causal determinism and the resignation this implies.  He understands Stoic ethics as the means of affirming the destiny we are dealt, something symbolized by the wound as the incorporeal sign of the fate that afflicts us.  We do this in order to draw upon the wider resources of the virtual and overcome the limitations of the actual situations in which we find ourselves.
  What makes the subject active?  What do they draw upon that enables them to be active, to plan and implement courses of action?  An event is related in the time of Aion to other events through relations of quasi-causality.  Deleuze refers to the ‘becoming unlimited’ of the event.  It involves ‘… reversals between future and past, active and passive, cause and effect, more or less, too much and not enough, already and not yet.  The indefinitely divisible event is always both at once’ (Deleuze 2004b: 10).  Thanks to Stoicism, Deleuze argues, we can ask different questions as we interrogate the event:  How does it relate to other events in quasi-causal series and thus re-activate past events?  Which eras does it span in connecting events from different times and what expanses of space does it cross in connecting different bodies?  We embrace the involuntary wound not as a bodily ‘scar’ to which we are subject, which confines us to an irreversible present, but as an incorporeal ‘wound’ which opens us up to temporal processes whose scope is virtual rather than actual.  
How does this emphasis upon time rally subjects to an event?  The ‘becoming unlimited’ that Deleuze identifies with relations of quasi-causality amongst unlimited series of events can rally minds and mobilise resources because we rally to a present which is not fixed like the determined present of causal sequences.  This is ‘… to explore all distances, but over a single line; to run very fast in order to remain in the same place’ (Deleuze 2004b: 204).  In this way, the time of Aion enables us to remain in place, in the here and now, whilst drawing upon the resources of the virtual.  This reversible present of the Event is localised and involved in the actual like Badiou’s event but in a different way.  To be in the present of Deleuze’s Event means drawing upon an unlimited series that includes more than could be included in the casual sequence of one’s own existence.  A subject’s emotions, characters and moods – a series of intensities or individuating differences – are drawn from an unlimited series which communicates across bodies and states of affairs.  It is a series that takes in different eras of time and different areas of space.  The subject draws upon this in thought and action so that events are reactivated here and now despite appearing to be disconnected from the current situation.  The subject is open to events that happen in other individuals, enabling a crowd to be formed.  However, this formation of a crowd would not be the end of a process which involves unlimited series.  The crowd is not simply formed and then recognised as part of the situation.  It is modified by its collective action, such as when this crowd storms buildings and commandeers vehicles and tools.  It is collectively transformed by its communication with the events that animate these objects.  When furniture is used to construct a barricade it becomes something different, it embodies different events as an enemy is resisted and the process involving both the crowd and its barricade moves forward.  Thus the Event rallies subjects and objects so that events which animate this series of activities may communicate and become coordinated.  This means that while the Event rises above its field in order to reactivate events which occurred in different eras of history, it thereby connects events which animate and enable the resistance involved in taking a stand.  It enables subjects and objects to become something different in the collective process of reactivating an Event whose previous incarnations appear to be lost in the mists of time.  

In this consideration of the role of the time of Aion in actual situations and activities we have found that the Stoic subject becomes active thanks to the scope of this conception of time.  An illustration of this is given by James Williams:  ‘Neither an estuary nor a port are submissive recipients of changes in river flows, they exploit new opportunities and struggle against the silting of their ongoing life-forms, thereby implying different senses and values in the changes in flow’ (Williams 2008: 3-4).  Rather than one series of events imposing itself upon another they communicate through an Event of change in which they share as part of a common process.  They draw upon one another in a way that changes them both while involving plenty of friction along the way.  The singular events of each process are involved in reactivating an Event of change which spans space and history.  We saw that Deleuze uses the example of a battle, an Event reactivated countless times in an open-ended and multiple series.  Things will change collectively as two series of events amongst bodies becomes one unlimited series opened up by an Event.  For Deleuze this must rely upon a temporal virtual, one which unites actual things and individuals not in order to undermine them but in order to allow events to communicate through an Event which rises above its field.  It is in this sense that Deleuze can defend his reference to a wider whole of quasi-causal relations, something that Badiou dismisses as an ‘act of the One’.  This does not leave behind the mixture of bodies but rather draws upon it so that different states are actualized using the resources of the concrete.  Through a reading of Stoicism Deleuze seeks to localize events, to localize them in bodies which are subject to a ‘wound’ which doubles the causal chains that subject them to an irreversible present.  In this way they must become active and engaged, drawing upon the ability of Aion, a temporal virtual, to mobilise the resources of the concrete for the struggles that involve us.
Conclusion
We’ve seen that Badiou accuses Deleuze of failing to localize the event, to make it effective in the life and work of subjects committed to truths and their revolutionary role.  Deleuze is seen to get bogged down in concrete syntheses as he fails to clear the ground using a set-theoretical ontology and to establish an ethics of the event.  Deleuze seems to confuse the subject, to take matters out of their hands in order to focus upon the virtual and its superior abilities.  However, we’ve found that his The Logic of Sense seeks to meet these concerns by establishing the ‘eternal truth’ of the Event whilst drawing directly upon the concrete syntheses that are populated by events.  Badiou is also keen to draw upon the concrete in those processes whereby subjects are faithful to events whose potential truth is currently indiscernible.  If he seeks to raise the gaze of subjects to the event he also seeks to keep them in touch with the concrete realities and resources of the contemporary world.  They are faced by overwhelming forces whose grasp of the situation is encyclopaedic, a bureaucratic state of the situation, and are obliged to utilize the things around them in order to pursue their fidelity to an event.  From what we’ve learnt we may conclude that, contrary to our first impressions of Badiou’s theory of the subject, they must ‘burrow’ in the concrete like Deleuze’s subject if they are to realize a break with the current state of things.  Whilst we contrasted Deleuze and Guattari’s interest in animal life to Badiou’s championing of the life and work of St. Paul we are in danger of overstating the contrast.  Whilst Paul has his eyes heavenwards, unlike the animal persevering in their burrowing, he also throws himself into the world of his time.  When Deleuze introduces the Event of The Logic of Sense we find him closer than at any other time to Badiou’s militants of truth whose engagement with the concrete is inseparable from their abstract grasp of truth.  The key difference is that Deleuze turns to a philosophy of time, whilst Badiou draws upon set theory, in order to provide an ontology of the event.  Thus, whilst their ontological commitments differ strongly they grapple with the same problem of involving subjects in concrete activities whilst keeping them focused upon the event.  At this point both thinkers are closest as they seek to distinguish the event so that it may be realized in concrete ways.
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� This may be compared to Deleuze and Guattari’s understanding of the nature and relations of the disciplines in What is Philosophy?  Here art, science and philosophy confront chaos and seek to throw a ‘plane’ over it (Deleuze and Guattari 1994: 197).  Rather than standing above other disciplines philosophy joins with them in drawing upon chaos in its creation of concepts just as art draws upon it to preserve percepts and affects and science to capture functives.


� In his Ethics Badiou writes that ‘[s]uch events are well and truly attested: the French Revolution of 1792, the meeting of Héloïse and Abélard, Galileo's creation of physics, Haydn's invention of the classical musical style...  But also: the Cultural Revolution in China (1965-67), a personal amorous passion, the creation of Topos theory by the mathematician Grothendieck, the invention of the twelve-tone scale by Schoenberg...’ (Badiou 2001: 41).  


� This is established by the axiom of union.  This presents us with decomposition and dissemination as the inescapable limit of what is counted-as-one (Badiou 2005: 63-4).  There is no halting point to the process of dissemination amongst that which is uncounted and thus lacking in the foundation established by the void:  ‘Ontology announces herein neither One, nor All, not Atom; solely the uniform count-as-one of multiples’ (ibid: 64).


� This invokes the distinction between presentation and representation where the multiple being that is counted-as-one is counted again through the count-of-the-count (Badiou 2005: 522).  This establishes a metastructure or ‘state of the situation’ which involves the naming of being, something not established by the first count which, as we’ve seen, does not pick out features or characteristics of the multiple.  This leads Badiou to refer to the ‘encyclopaedia’ which names the parts of the state of the situation.  He argues that this shows how the state seeks to exclude the void and maintain the fullness or plenitude of being (ibid).  This works against the realisation of an event which would revolutionise the situation.  Examples of the state of the situation would of course include political states but also orthodoxies that hold sway in art and science, such as the neo-classicism which seeks to crowd out an indiscernible potential in the creation of works of art.  


� Badiou refers to the ‘allusive debris’ presented to us in Mallarmé’s poem A Cast of Dice… in the wake of a shipwreck to symbolise the fragmentary clues to an event.  This event is not given in the ‘state of the situation’ and is therefore a precarious potential which can only be realised by the work of committed subjects (Badiou 2005a: 192-3).


� Peter Hallward develops this critique of Deleuze when he claims that subjects are made into ‘contemplators’ of the perfection of the virtual rather than being active subjects pursuing necessary and worthwhile projects (Hallward 2006: 7).


� In their reading of Kafka’s writings Deleuze and Guattari present animal life as a model for thought and action: ‘… the animal that can only accord with the movement that strikes him, push it farther still, in order to make it return to you, against you, and find a way out’ (Deleuze and Guattari 1986: 59).  This leads them to draw the following conclusion:  ‘The problem is not that of being free but of finding a way out, or even a way in, another side, a hallway, an adjacency’ (ibid: 7-8). 


� Simon Critchley and Ernesto Laclau argue that this puts a religious paradigm at the heart of Badiou’s thought (Laclau 2004: 132, 135; Critchley 2005: 224).  This leads Laclau to criticise Badiou’s account.  He is concerned about Badiou’s apparent reliance on ‘some miracle, radical conversion’ as a result of his alleged neglect of the concrete possibilities of political deliberation and argumentation (Laclau 2004: 135).


� This is also developed in Deleuze’s Expressionism in Philosophy.  Here a study of Spinoza’s Ethics leads him to an affirmative conception of encounters with reality:  ‘In any encounter, whether I destroy or be destroyed, there takes place a combination of relations that is, as such, good’ (Deleuze 1992: 249).  Here Deleuze invokes an idea of the whole of relations that allows even destructive encounters with reality to be understood as ‘good’ things.  In this account of Spinoza’s thought actual or modal beings are involved in the expression of God.  God is fully expressed in the world as a whole of relations which we may adequately or inadequately ‘express’ in thought and practice.  This develops Deleuze’s concern to articulate virtual multiplicities which are not compromised by ‘differences in kind’ but are formed and extended by these shocking moments.  This leaves us wondering whether such an account includes those situations where encounters are evidently ‘bad’ for actual beings, where an enemy or a repressive force is a threat and must urgently be resisted.  We will seek to find a response to this problem by further exploring Deleuze’s engagement with stoicism in The Logic of Sense.


� James Williams warns us not to prejudge the influence of Stoicism on Deleuze’s thought: ‘… in reading his work on Stoicism, it is crucial not to settle with the misleading image of the philosophies of, say, Chrysippus or Marcus Aurelius as leading to a resignation of events.  On the contrary, Deleuze’s view of Stoicism is rather we should (and living things do) replay events such that we neither deny them nor, though, deny the truths they hold for us’ (Williams 2008: 11). 





