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Introduction 



i. When meditating for a period of time on Difference & Repetition, one is increasingly struck by 

an awareness, peculiar though it is, that while Deleuze composed DR as a book of philosophy, it 

is also very suitably read, perhaps most deliberately, as a work of heterodox political economy. 

In actuality DR is an abstract, pure, high-theoretical text, giving philosophical transformation to 

mathematical and scientific concepts, through its difficult and dense but ultimately rich 

exposition of the overlapping dynamical orders of difference and repetition: Deleuze, 

throughout, illustrates the deep ontology of difference and repetition, irreducible and universal to 

any dynamical system.1 But then again, when read as political economy, the book’s final 

intention flips forward into the proposition of a radical alternative concept of value, predicated 

on the profound, historical-materialist, monstrous ontological power of the synthetic. And this 

itself is a possibility, if only because difference and repetition are also irreducible to the 

dynamical systems collectively called the economy, which progressively actualizes the system of 

exchange called finance.     

Those readers of DR who have closely attended the progress from our inaugural attempt 

to think the material properties of synthetic finance in Essay One, to then our case study on 

synthetic finance in Essay Two, will no doubt already have begun to know why we now turn to a 

book whose vocation is an exposition of the relation between difference and repetition. These 

two concepts, for us, now denote the difference produced ex nihilo and ad infinitum from 

synthetic repetitions of generic financial assets. The synthetic is a replication, though not of the 

same; a production of pure difference in itself, yet always announces itself as simulation; the 

image of an object without likeness; an immanent copy of a model which quickly overturns any 

grounds on which such a distinction would stand.    

 

ii. To this end, we saw the movement of our own analysis already yield two insights, which 

Deleuze’s work will now help us to further expand: namely, of the (a) augmented symmetry, and 

(b) hyperfungibility of the synthetic.  

 

Let us recall. 

 

 

Synthetic Symmetry 
i. We know that there is a quantitative and qualitative increase in symmetry marking a synthetic 

exchange. Deleuze illustrates that this is a result of the difference produced by repetition.   

 

We saw that the synthetic asset is yes, ostensibly replicated, or ‘derived’ from the generic 

referent. But also that its class of exchange loosens the invariance requirements on the economic 

properties of the object, and especially on the collinearities whose invariance is required by the 

other two referent classes of exchange, or what Deleuze will call ‘flat space’ classes of exchange. 

This progressive ‘loosening’ concomitant with the development of synthetic finance, as a result, 

                                                 
1 Difference and Repetition is the greatest of all books of philosophy. However, it is quite difficult to fully grasp, 

because Deleuze presumes, or even demands, a working understanding of many mathematical and several scientific 

fields of study (e.g. group theory, non-Euclidean geometry, calculus, topology, a little biology and physics, and 

dynamical systems theory). It is also quite dense, because Deleuze ‘zips-up’ these various discourses into a 

compressed, cohesive whole. But it is ultimately very rich because it draws out the deep ontological significance –as 

only a great book of philosophy can– of their combined mathematical and scientific insights, i.e. of Galois, 

Riemann, Leibniz, Curie, Einstein, and so on: as if they were able to sit in a room, discussing a pure ontology 

amongst themselves, but now equipped with a (Deleuzian) language to streamline their collective discourse.    



gives birth to new and different economic properties, which were previously undifferentiated, 

immaterial, unactualized. For this reason, we saw that synthetic finance is a larger class of 

exchange, since it contains generic finance and classical exchange within itself, but never vice 

versa. While it is the case that every exchange involves the repetition of the object into its image 

of value, and therefore every exchange involves a symmetry between the object and its image as 

money, it is also the case that the class of exchange that is synthetic finance contains more 

symmetry. When the asset is repeated by synthetic exchange, a new difference is produced 

therein.  

For example, we observed the differentiation of the new properties of ‘natural leverage’ 

and ‘credit enhancement’, among others, when considering the process of pooling and tranching 

endemic to structured synthetic financial exchange. And instructively, we observed that natural 

leverage is ontologically a wholly different kind of leverage than the ‘artificial leverage’ 

employed in any unstructured generic financial exchange. We saw that ‘natural leverage’ is 

natural and organic to the composition of its structure, which has the effect of augmenting the 

volume of gains and speed of losses (but never the volume of losses), rather than artificially 

employed to augment both the volume of gains and volume of losses –as was, always has been, 

and always will be the case with the artificial leverage exogenously incorporated into, and 

employed, in a generic financial exchange. To this effect, we saw that a synthetic CDO, whose 

portfolio was universally-composed in the manner in which we spoke at the end of our case 

study (please see our Ending with a Modest Proposal, immediately following Note 7), could 

technically assume an infinite amount of natural leverage, which would also proceed to eliminate 

the same condition through which synthetic exchange, since its origins, has always been a zero-

sum game.  

Our wager, then –which we close our analysis in Essay Three herein by elaborating in 

more depth –is that it follows that this simple technological supplement to the current 

organization of the distribution of risk and cash flow will restructure risk and cash flow writ 

large. And that everyone will assume a natural leverage lent by and born by everyone else, for 

this is the essence of our speculative materialism: an infinite natural leverage, grounded in the ex 

nihilo, ad infinitum, nonlinear power of the synthetic. 

 

ii. Now, this is to merely recall one of the many examples we observed throughout our case 

study in which the repetition by the synthetic asset of the generic asset produces a new difference 

in kind. But already in our opening essay we began to ruminate on the progressive differentiation 

of economic properties concomitant with the development of all three different classes of 

exchange. And to be clear, we could have even only focused on the difference produced in the 

repetition of the generic financial asset from its physical corollary of the classical object. We 

could have recalled this as our example, had we been merely interested to examine the 

ontological differences between classical exchange and generic finance.  

For example, we could have focused on a mortgage qua generic financial asset as the 

economic repetition of a house qua classical object, or any other generic financial asset as the 

repetition of a classical object. For anytime an invariance requirement is loosened in the process 

of repeating –say for instance, as in the example of a generic financial exchange, in which we see 

a loosening of the invariance requirement on the economic property of tenure (which in generic 

finance is now no longer define as an immediate settlement)– we see that a new difference is 

produced, or rather introduced into actuality; which is to say that a new extensive economic 

property differentiates from out of its earlier classical economic incarnation.  



So when, as happens in the case of a generic financial exchange of a mortgage on a 

house, the tenure of the exchange is no longer required to be an ‘immediate settlement’ –again, 

as had been the case when the house was paid for ‘in cash’, and immediately exchanged by 

manner of classical exchange– the new property of ‘maturity’ differentiates itself from ‘tenure’, 

and ‘tenure’ now ceases to exclusively denote ‘immediate settlement’; the new property of 

‘interest rate’ differentiates itself from simple one-time ‘yield’, and ‘yield’ now ceases to 

exclusively denote ‘one-time cash flow’; the new property of ‘default risk’ differentiates itself 

from general ‘counterparty risk’, and ‘counterparty risk’ now ceases to exclusively denote simple 

‘fraud’ and other moral hazards. And subsequently, as with any generic financial exchange, the 

volume of the image of value of the object is now free to fluctuate over the course of the 

exchange as well.  

In the final analysis, then, any historical narrative of the progressive differentiation of the 

generic finance from out of classical exchange, just as is the case with the progressive 

differentiation of synthetic finance from out of generic finance, would serve to instruct us of the 

pure performative force of repetition as a sovereign engineer of difference –a difference 

engineer, whose supreme spirit of creative repetition knows no physical limit. Indeed, this is why 

Deleuze remarks, as if in particular thinking about the relation between the progressive 

differentiation of these classes of exchange and their production of difference, that ‘[r]epetition is 

the formless being of all differences, the formless power of the ground which carries every 

[economic] object to that extreme “form” in which its representation comes undone.’2  

 

iii. However, we should not allow our subsequent delight to learn this truth cause us to overlook 

that a basic ontological difference ‘in kind’ marks synthetic finance from the other two flat space 

classes of exchange. For everything about their fundamentally different ontological genera drives 

Deleuze’s philosophical disquisition on the synthetic. And we too independently stumbled onto a 

clearing from which we witnessed this in our own case study, which we should not quickly 

forget.  

Indeed, if traditional political economic thought today still implicitly pivots its so-called 

‘material’ analysis along the distinction between a model and its copy, an original and ‘true’ 

value versus its ‘mere’ replicated image, we should perhaps be unsurprised why. Deleuze 

observes that anywhere the study of a dynamical system judges ‘a copy’ in terms of a ‘derived 

internal resemblance’, as does traditional political economy, we will also detect a morally-

conservative ontological prejudice that carries over into its implicitly arranged, violenced-

hierarchy, in which the pure difference of the synthetic will only every come in last place.  

This is clearly at work in current popular declamations against credit derivatives. Always, 

today, morally and economically below ‘the identity’ of the self-reflexive physical object of 

classical exchange, and below its ‘resemblance’ as a good copy of its model by the asset of a 

generic financial exchange, stands the sophist, the bad copy, a suspect, monstrous false power –

the simulacra of the synthetic– whose replicated materiality is always perceived to have only 

ever been comprehensible in terms of these supposedly ‘more original’, morally-superior 

economic objects of classical exchange and generic finance.  

However, we must not overlook that in the course of development of any dynamical 

system there is a twilight of the icônes. This is now the case with our systems of exchange –the 

interconnected system of economies still called ‘capitalism’ by some. For in the course of the 

progressive differentiation of our system of finance, i.e. of finance capitalism, in the course of its 

                                                 
2 DR pg. 57 



seemingly infinite movement towards an ever-increasing degraded likeness of all economic 

objects, as they proliferate and incessantly create themselves anew; and as we continuously move 

from copy to ever-new replica of copy of objects, ‘we reach a point at which everything changes 

nature, at which copies themselves flip over into simulacra and at which, finally, resemblance or 

spiritual imitation gives way to repetition.’3 Such a point signals the opening production of a new 

difference in kind –a perceptible, if torpid and incremental quantitative change by degrees that 

suddenly produces a radical qualitative change in kind. This is the differentiation to actuality of 

synthetic symmetry; and it is qualitatively different from the classical symmetry at work in the 

other two flat space classes of exchange.   

 

iv. In this respect, our case study has revealed not one, but two kinds of repetitions, whose 

qualitatively different ontological genera –it is our good fortune to acknowledge– Deleuze has 

also independently elaborated. There is, yes, the exchange, the moment of symmetry between 

any economic object and its image of value as money; this is a repetition of the same, a 

generality and equivalence; the object is repeated, and its repetition is an ostensibly identical 

image of itself achieved in and as the value-form. But there is also a second kind of repetition. 

As Deleuze says: 

 

‘[W]e must distinguish two kinds of repetition. In every case repetition is difference 

without a concept. But in one case, the difference is taken to be only external to the 

concept; it is a difference between objects represented by the same concept, falling into 

the indifference of space and time. In the other case, the difference is internal to the Idea; 

it unfolds as pure movement, creative of a dynamic space and time which correspond to 

the Idea. The first repetition is repetition of the Same, explained by the identity of the 

concept or representation; the second includes difference, and includes itself in the 

alterity of the Idea.’4 

 

We have seen that this first repetition carries over into and still characterizes the repetition of a 

generic financial exchange, in which the classical object (e.g. of the house) is repeated in the 

generic asset (e.g. of the mortgage). While in generic finance the image of value of the object is 

now free to grow or shrink over the course of the exchange (something that the classical object 

could never do), there is no true qualitative difference produced by its repetition. For the generic 

asset merely signals a quantitative change by degrees; it seeks to accurately ‘model’ the physical 

object; it strives to preserve its identity; it seeks to ‘represent’ its value as external to the concept, 

i.e. as a representation of the same  

We will also observe that the classical objects and generic financial objects populating 

their respective markets, while no doubt their symmetry is different by degrees, nonetheless 

populate the same domain of action, which, following Deleuze, we have labeled ‘flat space’: the 

structure to their spaces of exchange are fixed and flat, which is to say they are Euclidean, 

comprised of a revolving, zero-curvatured structure. Flat space economic objects will move to 

and fro in their course of exchange, i.e. from one party to the next; and yet their exchange 

                                                 
3 Ibid pg. 128 
4 Ibid pg. 24 (Note:’ the Idea’ is Deleuze’s present term herein for a qualitative multiplicity –which we discuss 

below (please see Qualitative Multiplicities).) 



consists of ‘an empty form of difference, an invariable form of variation.’5 In their course of 

exchange ‘things’ may change, but they always change in the name of the same.   

If hitherto heterodox political economy has always assumed that the proper starting place 

is labor, and that labor-as-production is the structuring principle par excellence for the other 

terms in the series of terms constitutive of capital (production, consumption, exchange, 

distribution, circulation), no doubt this is not entirely incorrect. However, Deleuze is 

encouraging us to be wary of also inadvertently admitting into our analysis a conservative, 

surreptitiously-normative commitment to a flat space of repetition.  

 

For this reason, Deleuze moves to distinguish such flat space–wherein the motions of exchange 

always re-inscribe the economic object within an ‘internally derived resemblance’, a self-

consistent, reflexive identity of the object– from the curved space of synthetic repetition that 

swallows up or obliterates its reflexive identity:  

 

‘One [repetition] is revolving, the other evolving. One involves equality, 

commensurability and symmetry; the other is grounded in inequality, 

incommensurability, and dissymmetry. One is material, the other spiritual…One is a 

‘bare’ repetition, the other a covered repetition, which forms itself in covering itself, in 

masking and disguising itself. One concerns accuracy, the other has authenticity as its 

criterion.’6  

 

Moreover, according to Deleuze, the radical observation to make here is precisely that this 

apparently ‘derived’ or ‘secondary’ synthetic repetition is ontologically, even materially, at the 

locus of the ‘referent’ or the ‘first’, i.e. the ‘generic’ repetition. This immediately clarifies their 

ontological relation: 

 

‘The two repetitions are not independent. One is singular subject, the interiority and the 

heart of the other, the depths of the other. The other is only the external envelope, the 

abstract effect. The repetition of dissymmetry is hidden within symmetrical ensembles or 

effects… [I]t is the masked, the disguised, or costumed which turns out to be the truth of 

the uncovered.  

 

Our reader will know that we already observed this in our case study. We too have observed that 

when a synthetic CDO issues CLNs, a generic repetition is derived from a synthetic repetition 

(Note 5). We realized at this time that far from it being the case that the value of the synthetic is 

predicated on, or ‘derivative’ of the generic referent, we saw that in fact the opposite is true. 

Deleuze too observes this truth, and subsequently proceeds to provide a most exemplary 

ontological description of the peculiar materiality of the synthetic asset:  

 

Necessarily, since this repetition is not hidden by something else but forms itself by 

disguising itself; it does not pre-exist its own disguises and, in forming itself, constitutes 

the bare repetition within which it becomes enveloped.’7  

 

                                                 
5 Ibid pg. 2 
6 Ibid pg. 24 
7 Ibid pg. 24 



Of course, the synthetic financial asset is precisely that which does not pre-exist its own disguise. 

We must therefore both further examine the material significance of this second, apparently more 

ontologically-fundamental repetition. And as well, we must at least pose the question of what, if 

any, is the historical-materialist meaning of the fact that this more radical kind of repetition has 

now differentiated itself into actuality? For if it truly is the case that, as Deleuze says, its 

‘interiority’, ‘is at the heart of the other, the depths of the other’, what does it mean that the 

economic objects spun into the actual by this synthetic repetition now have a quantitatively-

increased symmetry, a symmetry that yet now changes in kind?     

 

 

 
Hyperfungibility  
i. The qualitative increase in symmetry marking synthetic exchange –synthetic symmetry– lends 

or perhaps even reveals a hyperfungibility to the economic properties constitutive of the asset, as 

such: not simply their power to be plastically extracted and injected wherever and to whomever; 

not simply also their power to be created ex nihilo and ad infinitum –important as both of these 

are; but also their power to affect their profound materiality on the terms of all exchanges, either 

linearly or nolinearly, at that.  

 

We first began to examine this progressive ontological trend in our opening essay. And then, as a 

concrete example in our case study, we observed that already in the single name CDS and TRS, 

the risk and cash flow endemic to a corporate bond, for instance, or any other generic asset, can 

either be stripped from it and redistributed to the counterparty of the synthetic exchange; or it can 

even be created anew, in the event that no party to the synthetic exchange was party to the 

generic exchange whose asset the synthetic exchange has referenced and repeated; and that, 

moreover, this could retroactively, presently, or even avant la lettre change the terms of any 

generic financial exchange. Are we willing to follow our conviction that it is more than simply 

ironic that with the development of credit derivatives, we are all now capable of hedging a risk 

that has yet to actualize itself, when the very notion of social and political-economic justice has 

always been that this possibility should be made actual?     

 The power of this repetition truly illustrates the progressive fungibility, which now 

increasingly amounts to a hyperfungibility of synthetic exchange as a class of exchange. In this 

respect, the instructive pedagogical benefit of our first attempt to materially-analyze the synthetic 

asset helped us to expose and demystify what, in our opening essay, we labeled ‘asset fetishism’. 

We now realize the meaning of what Fischer Black first observed in his “The Fundamentals of 

Liquidity” (please see Cash Flow in our opening essay): namely, that the identity of any 

economic object is dissolvable into a fragmentation of different economic properties –i.e. that 

properties, as differences, swallow up the apparent identity of the economic object (e.g. as this or 

that corporate bond, residential loan, fixed-rate mortgage, dividend-paying share of stock, and so 

on) into now a formless mess of different properties that can be plastically stripped and injected 

elsewhere, or created or destroyed ex nihilo, ad infinitum, and nonlinearly. Moreover, as Deleuze 

observes, if new and different economic properties constantly ‘swarm in the fracture’ of the 

repetition of the object, i.e. are ‘constantly emerging on its edges, ceaselessly coming and going, 

being composed in thousand different manners’8, then to speak of any given economic object as 

                                                 
8 Ibid. pg. 169 



having an ‘essence’ is a bit silly. For the essence of an economic object ‘is nothing but an empty 

generality’, which means nothing apart from the object’s many different economic properties.9    

 

ii. For this same reason, Deleuze posits that that ‘the simulacrum is the true character of or form 

–the “being”– of that which is.’ Synthetic exchange signals the birth to actuality of a 

hyperfungible power capable of dissolving the identity of the asset; it is a return, or repetition of 

an asset that yet has no pre-constituted identity; it interiorizes the conditions of its own repetition 

as value; it is the value of repetition; it is repetition as the interiority of value in-itself. As 

Deleuze observes: 

  

‘When the identity of things dissolves, being escapes to attain univocity, and begins to 

revolve around the different. That which is or returns has no prior constituted identity: 

things are reduced to the difference which fragments them, and to all the differences 

which are implicated in it and through which they pass. In this sense, the simulacrum and 

the symbol are one; in other words, the simulacrum is the sign in so far as the sign 

interiorizes the conditions of its own repetition. The simulacrum seizes on the disparity in 

the thing from which it strips the rank of model.’10       

 

How can we fail to recognize that Deleuze’s depiction of the simulacrum isomorphically maps 

directly onto, and now further illuminates the profound meaning of our independent observation 

in our case study that the synthetic asset always begins by announcing itself as a copy 

(derivative) of a model (generic referent), but then proceeds to strip the latter of its rank as 

model? That it quickly ‘swallows up or destroys every ground which would function as an 

instance responsible for the difference between an original and the derived, between things and 

their simulacra’? And that it, therefore, ‘makes us party to a universal ungrounding’ –whereby 

‘ungrounding’, Deleuze intends to denote the ‘freedom of the non-mediated ground’11 of the 

synthetic, a repetition ‘by which the very idea of a model or privileged position is challenged or 

overturned.’12    

 

Finally, then, if we are no longer content to regard the asset qua economic object as having an 

inherent or fixed essence, but rather now as a moving horizon of fungible economic properties –

any of which are capable of being stripped and reinjected elsewhere, but which can also warp, 

fold-over, bend and twist, Deleuze reassures us that we are still able to ‘think’ the asset, as such. 

Albeit we are now thinking the asset as a multiplicity. And if this is the case, then the question is 

what kind of multiplicity is it?   

 

 

 

Speculative Materialist Communism 
i. From this vantage point, and at this stage in our analysis, our reader will have begun to 

understand what we mean when we assert that ‘difference’ and ‘repetition’ are the principal 

concepts of a book by that same name, written by Deleuze as a book of philosophy, but which 

                                                 
9 Ibid pg. 182 
10 Ibid pg. 67 
11 Ibid pg. 67 
12 Ibid pg. 69 



can be read as a book of speculative materialist political economy, wherein a radical alternative 

concept of value is proposed. Moreover, in the opening lines of DR Deleuze distinguishes his 

heterodox approach from any hitherto conservative, Euclidean, sedentarist political economy, by 

noting that his concept of value is founded not on ‘the qualitative order of resemblance and 

quantitative order of equivalence’. But rather, it is a concept of value founded on difference and 

repetition, organized around a mode of circulation endemic to synthetic symmetry.   

Deleuze is therefore proposing not simply a concept of value, but a theory of a concept of 

value that effects a dynamical system of institutions, which in turn are capable of achieving a 

nomadic distribution of economic space. In other words, he’s proposing a communism of 

speculative materialism. One way of stating the wager of Deleuze’s political-economic project, 

then, which we now wish to adapt as our own, is the following:  

 

‘[W]hen we discover the literal interior meaning of [synthetic] repetition, we have the 

means not only to understand the outer repetition as a cover, but also to recapture the 

order of generality (and…to carry out the reconciliation of the singular with the 

general).’13     

 

This is a seductive wager indeed. That the historical-materialist impetus of credit derivatives 

should actualize both a technology for the hyperfungible distribution of risk and cash flow, and 

relatedly, the inaugural abolition of property, but also at the very same moment that structured 

finance opens its portal to universality, is our cause of justification for attaching the label ‘a 

communism of speculative materialism’ –a speculative materialist communism: in Deleuze’s 

words, a ‘discovery’ of the ‘literal meaning of repetition’, whose ‘understanding’ allows for the 

‘recapture’ of ‘the order of generality’ –a means through which, finally, we might ‘carry out the 

reconciliation of the singular [viz. the particular, the individual] with the general [viz. the 

universal, the global].’  

 

ii. However, here our fellow passengers may wonder, is not the historico-economic baggage 

accompanying ‘communism’ far too weighty to accompany the ‘speculative’ on our flight?  

 

…‘One personal item and a carry-on, only, please’ –our flight-attendant politely informs the 

passengers… 

 

Our flight attendant is perfectly aware of the popular, if only partially-conscious expectation that, 

given the poor forced choice of one over the other –i.e. either our personal item or a carry-on –

we may be sorry to have to choose; but because we have always been led to believe that our 

(singular) personal item is the ‘speculative’, and our (general) carry-on is ‘communism’, when 

faced with the choice of one or the other, we will always choose the former (After all, why else 

do we stuff our truly essential articles into our personal item, if not with the thought we still risk 

having to check, i.e. leave behind, our carry-on at the gate immediately prior to boarding, in the 

event that there’s simply ‘not enough space’ on the flight?). 

The trick for Deleuze, however, is to realize that in an era that bears witness to the reign 

of the synthetic, the speculative is no longer our singular personal item, but is now our general 

carry-on! This means that, correlatively, our personal item is communism. And therefore, the 

wager of speculative materialism is that today, for the first time in history, what is equitable is 

                                                 
13 Ibid pg. 25 



now most profitable as well –that today individual profitability increasingly demands the 

equitable; and this precise point is what our material institutions continually scream-out to us 

amidst incessant market crises; that such crises are themselves a result of mistaking the 

speculative for the personal, of treating the synthetic-speculative as a personal activity, when its 

technology is actually fitted for the general.   

And so because this means that the general is the speculative, we must be prepared to 

accept a communism that still goes by that name, but now denotes something quite different 

from its traditional historical-materialist expectation. For this reason, we have first sought to 

observe that credit derivatives are a technology for the administration of the abolition of private 

property, and structured synthetic CDOs are a technology for universalizing the equitable (which 

is not the same as equal) distribution of risk and cash flow.  

Our new travelers’ baggage for this leg of our journey, therefore, in other words, is not 

your grandfather’s luggage, e.g. it contains neither a leather cap nor a tobacco pipe. In fact, what 

Deleuze so profoundly illustrates throughout DR is that the shared ideology threading its way 

through all prior leather-cap communism, as well as tobacco-pipe socialism, but also those 

unapologetic proponents of bubble-gum capitalism, is their sedentarist conception of distribution. 

But we have seen that this presumption is a byproduct of a bad ontology. And because the shared 

sedentarist ideology threading its way through this three-in-one position has pre-structured the 

fixed, binary, Euclidean terms of their ensuing debates, a rejection of this bad ontology is 

precisely what distinguishes any other political-economy ideology whatsoever and our 

speculative materialist communism. For the radical terms of our wager is that the monstrous 

power of the synthetic –when wedded to the fidelity of a reconciliation between the general and 

the singular –is capable of effecting a nomadic distribution of economic space.  

 

We formulated the first ontological principle of our speculative materialism at the end of 

opening essay. We then made our modest speculative materialist proposal at the end of our case 

study. It only remains for us to now elaborate what the distribution of nomadic space entails, 

how such distribution is made available by the synthetic, and the concept of value that will aid us 

in operating the institutionalization of such a speculative materialism.   

 

 

 

Nomadic Distribution 
i. Let us defer to Deleuze’s phraseology of the issue between sedentary and nomadic distribution. 

But in truth, we must remind our reader that what is at stake herein is also a distinction between 

two kinds of multiplicities: numerical multiplicities, those zero-curvatured multiplicities of fixed, 

metrical, Euclidean space; and qualitative multiplicities, the curved multiplicities of n-

dimensions, topological, and non-Euclidean. For this reason, we will follow our discussion of 

nomadic distribution –which involves the distribution of the virtual structure to the space of the 

actual– with a discussion of the register of the virtual, and then of qualitative multiplicities in 

more depth.    

 

First, on sedentary distribution:  

 

‘We must first of all distinguish a type distribution which implies a dividing up of that 

which is distributed: it is a matter of dividing up the distributed, as such….A distribution 



of this type proceeds by fixed and proportional determinations which may be assimilated 

to [numerical, metrical] “properties” or limited [i.e. contained, absolute, fixed, Euclidean] 

territories within representation.’14  

  

But there is a second kind of distribution, the difference in repetition whose power resides with, 

or is grounded in, a synthetic symmetry.  

 

This is nomadic distribution: 

 

‘[T]here is a completely other distribution which must be called nomadic…[which is] 

without property, enclosure or measure. Here, there is no longer a division of that which 

is distributed, but rather a division among those who distribute themselves in an open [or 

(what Riemann labeled) an ‘unbounded’] space –a space which is unlimited, or at least 

without precise limits.’15 

 

How can we fail to recognize that this nomadic distribution is, first, precisely the kind of 

distribution made possible by the peculiar materialism, whose ontology we began to examine in 

our opening essay, and labeled therein as our first ontological principle? And that secondly, this 

order of distribution is that which is actualized by a universal synthetic CDO (i.e. whose 

reference portfolio is universally-composed and universally-distributed), as we modestly 

proposed at the close of our case study?   

 

ii. Deleuze further itemizes the differences between a sedentary and nomadic distribution.  

 

On the order of nomadic distribution, there are several features of which we should take note: 

 

(a) On the one hand: ‘Nothing pertains or belongs to any person, but all persons are 

arrayed here and there in such a manner as to cover the largest possible space. Even when it 

concerns the serious business of life, it is more like a space of play, by contrast with a sedentary 

space and nomos.’ 

(a.1.) Deleuze is asserting that nomadic distribution involves a certain universality –albeit 

it is a universality availed of our traditional conception of distribution, which has thus far always 

been predicated on a bounded, sedentary, metrical, ‘filling-up’ of flat economic space. When the 

sedentary political economists –again, whether communist, socialist, or any variant of capitalist– 

argue over who gets what, where, and how, their shared belief is a presumption about a 

distribution of cash-flow ‘in’ space, a distribution of objects in a pre-produced structure to space, 

wherein all such subsequent distribution necessarily involves a ‘filling-up’ of flat, ambient, 

Euclidean space. Under this conception of distribution, space is a container of essentialized 

economic objects. Those objects have value. Their value is finite. Their finite value is exchanged 

for the images of objects as money. And money, as the image of value of the object, represents 

the object by obliterating difference in the name of the identity of the same, i.e. the commodity-

form.   
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(b) But Deleuze clarifies here that, on the other hand: ‘To fill a space, to be distributed 

within it, is very different from distributing the space.’ 

(b.1.) This further clarifies the irreducible and qualitative ontological differences between 

any leather-cap communism and our speculative materialist communism. Indeed, Deleuze is 

most definitely not speaking of ‘a type of distribution which implies a dividing up of that which 

is distributed’; he is certainly not denoting ‘a dividing up of the distributed, as such.’16 All 

hitherto political-economic ideologies have thought about, proposed, debated, and politicked 

over distribution in precisely such aforementioned sedentary terms; but this is precisely what 

Deleuze is urging us to reject.  

For this reason, whenever we hear that we need to re-distribute that which is, was, or 

will-be produced, we should know that it can only be because the activity of distribution is pre-

conceived as a zero-sum game, insofar as what is distributed is a secondary, less original, 

temporally-subsequent activity to production: distribution is conceived to be limited, metrical, 

and finite, i.e. the sedentary distribution of a scarcity of resources. 

 

(c) However, the wager of speculative materialist communism is that synthetic finance 

provides a new mode for distributing economic space itself –that this kind of distribution is a 

production of economic space, which has profound causal effects on our mode of production, as 

such; and that therefore synthetic finance provides us with a lock-and-key mechanism for 

reconciling the singular and general, yet which is not predicated on a re-distribution of risk and 

cash-flow in pre-distributed economic space. But rather a distribution of risk and cash flow as the 

production of economic space itself.  

We need to model this wager. For if this is tested by our game theorists and quantitative 

analysts, and it is proven true (which we have good reason to believe, based on the ontological 

truths revealed by our case study), this will amount to the inauguration of a radical political-

economic project, a project for radically restructuring our economy, a political economy 

structuring the radical difference in repetition as its concept of value.  

(c.1.) Lastly, then, if synthetic finance is in fact capable of carrying such a heavy load, if 

synthetic finance truly is that monstrous vehicle capable of bearing the combined weight of all 

the world’s carry-ons and personal items as we commence on this leg of our journey; but also if, 

in turn, all sedentary political economists have hitherto fixated on the evils of synthetic finance, 

Deleuze reminds us once again that we shouldn’t be surprised:   

 

‘Such distribution is [always regarded as] demonic rather than divine, since it is the 

peculiarity of the demons to operate in the intervals between the gods’ fields of action, as 

it is to leap over the barriers or the enclosures, thereby confounding the boundaries 

between properties….The leap here bears witness to the unsettling difficulties that 

nomadic distributions introduce into the sedentary structures of representation.’17              

 

iii. Let us take heart, then, as we proceed. It was for this very reason we inaugurated our case 

study on synthetic finance by imploring our reader to indulge the prospect that in the course of 

our encounter with credit derivatives and other synthetic financial objects, it may turn out that 

their progressive differentiation from generic finance signals an important phase transition in our 

dynamical system of economic institutions, with deep historical, materialist significance. Was 
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this not, from the outset of our case study, an appeal to our reader that we should not allow a 

crude moralism to creep into our ontological analysis of the materiality of the synthetic?  

As is fitting, we will defer to Deleuze, here, when we observe that just as ‘[t]o rescue 

difference from its maledictory state seems, therefore, to be a project for the philosophy of 

difference’,18 so too does our speculative materialism seek to rescue political economy from its 

current maledictory state, whereby the latter is conceptually-incapable and aesthetically-

unwilling to proceed with a project of politically, economically, and even mathematically and 

scientifically thinking the monstrous power of synthetic capital. Our speculative materialism 

seeks to break us from this deadlock.      

 

 

 

Virtual Objects 
i. Today, we commonly hear that synthetic financial assets are (colloquially) virtual. Let us allow 

Deleuze to probe this allegation.  

 

In the course of DR’s exposition of synthetic repetition, we eventually discover that Deleuze is 

elaborating the register of the virtual. Of course, our task here must include an exposition of this 

register of reality –to understand that while virtuality is neither actual nor potential, it is 

nonetheless a register of reality (Deleuze speaks of a reality of the virtual, not a virtual reality).19  

Virtuality-Potentiality-Actuality: these are the three registers of reality. However, if we 

call the synthetic asset ‘virtual’, is this not to propose to access the virtual? And is it not 

problematic to propose to access a reality whose supposed ontological status is by definition not 

actual –especially when the synthetic asset, if it is a so-called ‘virtual object’, implies to us that it 

is also actual? For example, the synthetic asset is often colloquially deprecated on behalf of its 

alleged virtuality. But it is nonetheless convoked into being, it is metricized, its price series is 

modeled, it’s exchanged, re-exchanged, and has concrete consequences. If the synthetic is 

virtual, is the virtual not also signified, a sign, an actuality? 

 

There is an answer to this question. Let us begin to address it by concerning ourselves with 

Deleuze’s exposition of the peculiar material status of the virtual object. 

  

ii. Deleuze, to begin, provides the textbook definition of a synthetic asset by providing a 

textbook definition of a financial derivative, i.e. the derivative is an asset whose value is derived 

from an underlying referent. But he then observes, as we have, that things are not always as clear 

and simple as this.  

For instance, we know that any financial derivative –not only credit derivatives– can 

causally supervene on the value of a generic asset; and in our case study, we saw that credit 

derivatives can nonlinearly affect the terms of a generic financial exchange (Notes 1-3); or even 

that a generic asset can be ‘derived’ or ‘deducted’ from a synthetic asset. For example, when 

multiname credit derivatives are used to compose a synthetic portfolio, and CLN’s are issued to 
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fund it (Notes 5-6), we saw that the value of the generic asset of the CLN is derived from the 

value of the synthetic portfolio.   

For this reason, we know that not only is the material performativity of the generic on the 

synthetic not a one way relation, but that vice versa is not exclusively true either, insofar as each 

is constantly and exogenously feeding into each other’s interiority. We know that the synthetic 

asset is not only deducted from a generic referent, but in so many compelling ways is also 

incorporated in the generic referent. This is why Deleuze begins his exposition of the relation 

between the virtual and actual by observing:  

 

‘[B]y virtue of their dissimilarity and their difference in kind they borrow from and feed 

into one another. We see both that the virtuals are deducted from the series of reals and 

that they are incorporated in the series of reals.’20  

 

The challenge, according to Deleuze, is to understand that virtual objects are ‘doubly inscribed’ 

in reality –both as a partial object ‘deducted’ or ‘derived’ from a preexisting generic object in 

order to become actual, and in the process of this becoming, moves from the virtual into the 

actual; but more fully or comprehensively, it is also ‘incorporated’ into the whole of reality 

(including the virtual) therein. This is because the process from the virtual to the actual always 

points beyond itself, beyond the virtual, and towards the global integration of whole, identical, 

self-reflexive objects; while at the same time, the previously non-actualized virtual also 

continues to develop beyond itself, and as it does, moves into partial and non-totalized objects, a 

kind of relic of the virtual now uncomfortably housed in the actual. 

We will ultimately see that it is precisely this peculiar, hybridized, ontological status of 

the now partially-actual virtual object that lends the synthetic its latent, monstrous, material 

supremacy.  

But Deleuze first wants us to be clear that any profound ontological impact of the 

materiality of the synthetic object, whose repetition is the activity of the derivation, proceeds 

from this derivation itself: 

 

‘This derivation implies, first, an isolation or suspension which freezes the real in order to 

extract a pose, an aspect, or part.’     

 

This fact is as uncontentious and obvious as it is unilluminating for the student of credit 

derivatives. Of course it’s the case that to ‘extract’ a currency risk, we simply write a currency 

swap; to ‘isolate’ an interest rate risk, we write an interest rate swap; if it’s a matter of ‘freezing’ 

the risk of a credit event, we need merely write a credit default swap; and if one wishes to 

‘suspend’ the totality of generic risks, then a total return swap is in order, and so on. Of course 

it’s the case that a credit derivative ‘extracts’ an economic property from its referent. This is the 

basic essence of the technology and process of a swap.    

 

However, Deleuze adds –as if encouraging us not to underthink what such a ‘cleaved’ or ‘partial’ 

status means for the ontology of this object: 

 

This isolation, however, is qualitative: it does not consist simply in subtracting a part of 

the real object, since the subtracted part acquires a new nature in functioning as a virtual 

                                                 
20 Ibid pg. 100 



object. The virtual object is a partial object –not simply because it lacks a part which 

remains in the real, but in itself and for itself because it is cleaved or doubled into two 

virtual parts, one of which is always missing from the other. In short, the virtual is never 

subject to the global character which affects real objects. It is –not only by its origin but 

by its own nature– a fragment, a shred, a remainder. It lacks its own identity.’21 

 

Let us consider the meaning of this assertion –that the virtual object is in reality ‘cleaved or 

doubled into two virtual parts’.  

It is interesting –but not coincidental– to see Deleuze invoke actual examples of virtual 

objects from discursive registers which are ostensibly utterly foreign to finance. For instance, 

Deleuze draws on psychoanalytic work done on the derivation of virtual objects, which both lack 

their own identity precisely because of their derivative status, but which also in turn quickly 

proceed to take on a life of their own, feedback into the valuation of the actual object from which 

they are derived, and effect a profound material performativity therein. In psychoanalysis this 

shows us, for instance, as Deleuze points out, that: 

 

‘The good and bad mother…[or] the serious and playful father…are not two partial 

objects but the same object in so far as it has lost its identity in the double.’ 

 

Of course, he then adds,  

 

‘partial or virtual objects are encountered under various names.’ 

 

In this respect, the virtual object acts as a kind of absent center, around which the series of 

actualized objects circulate –yet without ever fully assuming or representing its vacant content. 

And the reason for this is that virtual objects and actual objects, while mutually and materially 

feeding into each other’s interiority, do not resemble one another; they are ontologically different 

in kind: 

 

‘Although it is deducted from the present real object, the virtual object differs from it in 

kind: not only does it lack something in relation to the [actual] object from which it is 

subtracted, it lacks something in itself, since it is always half of itself, the other half being 

different as well as absent.’22  

 

The wary reader of DR, who is uninitiated in the dark-theoretics of psychoanalysis, may perhaps 

experience some puzzlement of how this can be the case? Luckily for us, as students of synthetic 

finance, we experience no new puzzlement here: that the synthetic asset assumes the partialized 

status of a virtual object, and acquires a ‘new nature’ by virtue of its ‘subtraction’ from the 

actualized generic asset; and in turn, that such a synthetic asset is not subject to the requirements 

(or what Deleuze calls the ‘global character’) ‘affecting’ actual, whole, generic financial objects, 

is precisely what, throughout our prior examinations of credit derivatives, we have observed as 

the peculiar materiality of synthetic financial assets. It is no coincidence that we are able to draw 

on finance to cull examples in order to explain Deleuze’s work; for Deleuze is itemizing the 

ontology of the synthetic –and we are ontologizing its itemization as synthetic asset.    

                                                 
21 Ibid pg. 100-101 
22 Ibid pg. 102 



 

Deleuze identifies a number of rather unconventional characteristics marking the virtual object. 

What are they? 

For one, we immediately see that the virtual object is ontologically unique from either 

potential or actualized objects, in that it interiorizes difference in itself; and insofar as it does, its 

difference is capable of being thought, yet without being limited by the invariance requirements 

placed on identity, i.e. without ultimately being subjected to the requirements of classical 

representation. None of the self-reflexive, representational requirements of identity that 

supervene on flat space economic objects, whether classical or generic, are placed on the virtual 

object: it can bend-over or twist, fold-into itself or warp, double, divide, reverse, even suddenly 

vanish and reappear. 

In this respect it is important to observe here just how far removed, ontologically-

speaking, the synthetic asset is from either the classical object or generic financial object. The 

traditional and hitherto-recognized process of commoditization, or becoming-economic of the 

object always-already implies a domain of action that is a flat space of exchange: a domain 

wherein the process of commoditization signals the operation of the value-form overcoming all 

differences, of subjecting individuated differences in the object to the self-reflexive identity of its 

value.  

Marx, for instance, in the opening sequence of Volume I of Capital, perspicaciously 

relays to us the itemized steps by which ‘the different’ is subject to a conversion of ‘the same’. In 

a word, this is the process of rendering different quantities of qualitatively distinct objects 

commensurable, equivalent, and symmetrical. And we know this, still today, to involve the 

necessary metaphysical conversion of the natural object into the economic object. We know that 

this comes about from the ‘grotesque’ (in Marx’s words) miracle of the value-form, as it 

collapses all differences (e.g. in Marx’s examples: between clothe and coats, bibles and coffee, 

etc.) into the classical symmetry of value –and in the process, proposes to mediate or represent 

all differences, but only on condition of the object’s radical preservation of its identity; and that 

this mediation is namely, the first principle of classical symmetry: the principle of reflexivity, i.e. 

A = A. If the object does not remain invariable in the course of its exchange, i.e. if A does not 

equal A when A is repeated, if the object does not equal itself when it is transformed into its 

image of value, the representation of the object’s value will collapse, its symmetry will dissipate, 

and consequently, no exchange will occur. This is the original invariance requirement of 

classical symmetry at work in the value-form. It signals the obliteration of interiorized difference 

in the holy name of the same. It is both a necessary condition and result of the activity of 

commoditization concomitant with flat space classes of exchange.   

 

However, the virtual object, as Deleuze describes it, is precisely that which suffers a radical 

destruction of its own pre-represented, pre-actualized identity in the course of its 

commoditization. In fact, this is precisely what synthetic repetition involves. Consequently, the 

partiality of its very identity, far from representing some kind of crude material shortcoming, is a 

crucial property of the synthetic asset, as such. If the classical representation of value requires 

both a global character to the object, and as well, demands that the economic object is reflexive 

and invariant in the course of its exchange, this is no longer the case with the virtual object.  

This, then, reveals to us yet another peculiar ontological feature of the virtual object. 

Namely, it is not subject to the totalizing requirements of a fully-actualized object.  



Incidentally, this also helps us to account for why the synthetic asset is so open to the 

paradoxes of being. We have seen that in the course of its repetition, the synthetic asset both 

becomes what it is and what it is not: as an asset, it is what it is, i.e. it is a replicated incarnation 

of a generic asset; but it is also simultaneously more than what it is, i.e. it is both more fungible 

and has more symmetry than the generic asset, it can affect the terms of the generic exchange, it 

even acquires different economic properties than its generic referent; and yet it is also less than 

what it is, i.e. it is only a ‘fragment’ or ‘shred’ of its generic referent (for example, a currency 

swap does not replicate the credit event risk of the referent, a credit default swap does not 

replicate the currency risk of the referent, and so on). In short, there is no one-to-one-mapping of 

the whole panoply of economic properties of the generic asset in the course of its synthetic 

repetition. Rather, it is merely a fragment or shred, a remainder. This is why Deleuze says that 

actual objects ‘are subjected to the law of being or not being somewhere, by virtue of the reality 

principle; whereas virtual objects, by contrast, have the property of being and not being wherever 

they are, wherever go’.23  

 

However, Deleuze now also adds –as if encouraging us not to overthink what such a ‘cleaved’ or 

‘partial’ status means for the ontology of this object: 

 

‘These partial or virtual objects are encountered under various names… [but] these 

virtual objects are incorporated in real objects.’24  

 

‘The virtual is opposed not to the real but to the actual. The virtual is fully real insofar as 

it is virtual…Indeed, the virtual must be defined as strictly part of the real object –as 

though the object had one part of itself in the virtual into which it plunged as though into 

an objective dimension.’25 

 

This, then, is the deep meaning of Deleuze’s assertion that the virtual object is in reality ‘cleaved 

or doubled into two virtual parts’.  

Let us not overthink the ontology of the virtual object: it is not a matter of whether the 

virtual object can be either only virtual –and thus, as such, is immune to any representation in 

actuality– or whether it is a contradiction to say that the virtual is both actual and virtual. Rather, 

it is a matter of whether, and if so, to what degree the synthetic asset or any economic object for 

that matter is both a virtual object and an actual object –insofar as the virtual object is partially-

incorporated in all objects? In this respect, it is foolish to say that the virtual is not real. The 

synthetic asset, of course, is a real object. However, the interesting question arises when, on the 

one hand, we observe that the synthetic asset is indeed a partial object, a fragment, a shred, a 

remainder whose actuality has been ‘derived’ from another pre-actualized, generic financial 

object; but on the other hand, as we also observed in the course of our examination of the 

synthetic asset, that the synthetic is incorporated, materially, in the generic asset, and is capable 

of changing it in kind. For again, as Deleuze emphasizes: 

 

‘Although it is deducted from the present [i.e. actual, generic] object, the virtual object 

differs from it in kind: not only does it lack something in itself, since it is always half of 
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itself, the other half being different as well as absent. This absence, as we shall see, is the 

opposite of negative.’26 

 

Indeed, ‘we shall see’ that if the ‘lack’ or ‘absence’ of the virtual object is ‘the opposite of 

negative’, it is because its partiality imparts to it the peculiar material status of being both a 

partially-determined actuality, and yet also a partially-undetermined structure without content. 

And it is this ontological feature of the virtual object that makes it an affirmation of difference in 

itself. Deleuze’s point is that far from the lack in the virtual signaling a kind negation of being, 

rather it signals a pure affirmation of the conditions for all actuality –it is pure difference without 

concept; a pre-represented difference, capable of being thought, yet has not been fully 

differentiated in actuality. The morphogenesis of any economic object, its cash flow and risk, its 

materiality and value, occurs ‘between the virtual and its actualization’ –which is to say, it goes 

from the non-actualized structure of the virtual to its representation in the actual, or as Deleuze 

puts it, ‘from the conditions of a problem to the cases of a solution’,27 i.e. the asset, like any 

economic object, is a solution to a problem.  

The synthetic asset, then, is of course not wholly virtual, insofar as it is actual. But it is 

also nonetheless truly ontologically unique in that, by virtue of its partiality, it still has one foot, 

so to speak, in the virtual. Deleuze is therefore saying that the synthetic asset, as an instance of a 

virtual object, is that much closer, ontologically, in approximation to the virtual, and in this sense 

‘enjoys the double property of transcendence and immanence in relation to the [the actual].’28 

 This, then, is perhaps the most peculiar, even paradoxical, yet inherently radical feature 

of the virtual object: it is an object, yes, and therefore in part undeniably actual; but it is also only 

partially-actual, insofar as it is part virtual, and therefore is not self-reflexive, not over-

determined by its concept, not confined by its pre-representation, not fully an actualized self-

consistent identity –and yet for all this it does have being. It is this part of the virtual object that 

is the immaterial structure to materiality, an immateriality that has not been materially-

predetermined.  

 

This paradox of the partially-actual that is also singular structure is indeed what we have been 

witnessing throughout in our examinations of the progressive differentiation of synthetic finance 

–already in our opening examination of its material properties in Essay One, then in more depth 

in our case study in Essay Two, and which we now encounter in its philosophical formulation in 

DR in Essay Three.  

And Deleuze is encouraging us to take this thought a step further. For the latent but 

profound and monstrous power of the virtual object lies precisely in its fuzzy ontological, 

peculiar materiality. It is ‘enough’ in the virtual to retain its prior formative role in conditioning 

the structure to the morphogenesis of actuality, yet without being confined to the invariance 

requirements placed on the flat space of the actual. But it is also ‘enough’ in the actual to still be 

relatively accessible to thought, a thought that feeds back into structure, a solution that feeds 

back into problems, a not-fully determined actuality that conditions the condition of the actual 

itself.  

 This must be a wager of thinking synthetic finance as we proceed. This is a wager of our 

speculative materialism.           
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Qualitative Multiplicities  

i. It is important to know that in DR Deleuze is constantly giving philosophical transformation to 

mathematical and scientific concepts. No Deleuzian concept better illustrates the rigors involving 

this practice than the concept of the multiplicity.  

In his book on Bergson, Deleuze credits Riemann with discovering the concept of the 

multiplicity, or manifold (Riemann, our reader may or may not know, was the mathematician 

Einstein was reading during his annus mirabulis –when, closing-up the patent office for the 

night, he walked home to smoke his cheap tobacco and re-envision the structure of the universe). 

Riemann, as a non-Euclidean geometer, immediately applied its concept to study geometric 

spaces, or more broadly mathematical spaces. Physicists apply its concept to study physical 

spaces. Dynamical systems theorists apply it to study dynamical systems, or objects as systems. 

Because markets are dynamical systems, and assets are dynamical objects, we can apply the 

concept to study assets and the markets they populate.      

 

Our examination of synthetic finance has revealed that any asset is dynamically composed from 

a formless mess of different properties, which can be plastically stripped and injected elsewhere, 

or created or destroyed ex nihilo, ad infinitum, and nonlinearly. Our case study and Deleuze have 

independently observed that if new and different economic properties constantly ‘swarm in the 

fracture’ of the repetition of the object, if they are ‘constantly emerging on its edges, ceaselessly 

coming and going, being composed in a thousand different manners’29, then to speak of any 

given economic object as having an ‘essence’ is symptomatic of a bad ontology, and its 

correlative ideology of what we labeled ‘asset-fetishism’. And that to dispense with this, we 

should cease believing the asset must have some kind of fixed, inherent, or internalized essence. 

For the essence of any asset ‘is nothing but an empty generality’, which means nothing apart 

from its many different economic properties.30    

 For this reason, Riemann, Deleuze, and our speculative materialism agree that we are 

more justified to think the asset as a multiplicity. Simply put, a multiplicity is the term used to 

denote the constitutive processes of an object. For multiplicities are the n-dimensional site for the 

process of their assembly. This means that multiplicity is the concept used to denote a reality; in 

truth, an abundance of reality that is not always or only actual, not always or only virtual, not 

always or only potential; but rather a confluence of all three registers of reality, which is 

predicated on amount and kinds of amounts of processes –whether intensive or extensive– that 

define the object.    

 

Two questions immediately arise, which we will address herein.  

First, what is the ontological status of the multiplicity? We have explicitly declared our 

avowed concern with the ontology of economic objects throughout our Essays –and especially 

with the ontology of the synthetic. Let us first address the question of ontology of the 

multiplicity. 
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Secondly, because we have concerned ourselves with the ontological relation between the 

three classes of exchange (classical exchange, generic finance, synthetic finance), and because 

we have observed that their respective objects (physical objects, generic assets, synthetic assets) 

populate different domains of action, or markets (flat space and curved space), there is the 

question of what class of object has what kind of multiplicity?  

 

ii. Let us address this first question by introducing our reader to the general ontology of 

multiplicities.  

If multiplicities denote the process of assembly of the object. And if as Deleuze, 

following Riemann, will show, multiplicities come in two varieties, what general processes 

characterize multiplicities in general? 

  

To ask the question of what is the ontological status of the multiplicity is to ask the question of 

what is the ontology of the asset. Every asset is a multiplicity. In particular, for Deleuze this 

means that an asset ‘is an n-dimensional, continuous, defined multiplicity.’31 For this reason, to 

propose to examine the asset as a multiplicity is to propose to examine the asset as a dynamical 

object –for every such object has n-dimensions, is continuous, and defined.   

 

Let us break this down:  

 

 By ‘dimensions’ Deleuze means ‘the variables of coordinates’ upon which the actualized 

phenomenon of the asset depends.  

Deleuze repeatedly observes throughout DR what we have stumbled upon time and 

again in our examination of synthetic finance: namely, to presume that because an 

exchange is ostensibly bilateral, it necessarily follows that the dimensions to the space of 

an exchange are flat, i.e. zero-curvatured, which is to say Euclidean, is not so much 

always wrong as only sometimes true. However, this is an analytical error that has grave 

political-economic consequences; more specifically, this is to error in underestimating 

what the economic object is capable of in the course of its transformation into its image 

of value as money –it is to restrict in our minds what the object is capable of in reality, as 

it repeats itself in the course of moving from one to another place, differently, in space.   

As the economic properties that remain invariant in the course of the transformation 

of flat space economic objects are progressively loosened, as we have seen occurs in a 

synthetic exchange, we realize that even dimension is not necessarily an invariant 

property of an exchange. This is to say that the variables of coordinates upon which the 

actualized asset depend can change, i.e. they are not invariant. Deleuze’s point will be 

that far from this signaling the outbreak of all chaos for exchange, it is the condition of 

possibility for a nomadic distribution. This is also a truth upon which our own speculative 

materialism is predicated, and the rock on which our proposal for a universal synthetic 

CDO stands.       

   

 By ‘continuity’ Deleuze means ‘the set of relations between changes in these variables’, 

and which distribute the structure to the space of its possibilities.  

If the variables of coordinates that distribute the structure to the space of 

possibilities of the properties of the asset can warp, bend, twist, or otherwise change, 
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so too can the relations between these variables. This does not, of course, mean that 

they must or necessarily will change in a radical or sudden manner. In fact, continuity 

first and foremost denotes the set of relations between the variables may only 

infinitesimally change; or else if not ostensibly changing in space, will appear to only 

change in time, e.g. a stationary apple that decomposes ‘in time’ eventually changes 

its spatial metrics; so too does a stationary wooden apple, albeit merely at a different 

rate.  

In fact, it is the case that if there is very little or even no ostensible change in 

variables of the coordinates of the asset, the asset will be capable of doing very little 

other than, like the apple that decomposes in time, growing or shrinking in its value –

which is to say that the orientation of the object will change in space in the course of 

an exchange, but without that space being reoriented in any meaningful way. It is 

therefore always a matter of knowing whether the set of relations between the 

variables are capable of changing, and at what rhythm and rate –and if so, what is 

their effect on the material properties of the asset? But there is also the question of 

what, if any, is the reciprocal effect of the asset on its space, or domain of action, i.e. 

its market, as such?     

 

 By ‘definition’ Deleuze means ‘the elements reciprocally determined by these relations, 

elements which cannot change without the multiplicity changing its order and metric.’32  

We too have observed this theme throughout our examination of the ontology of 

financial assets: the ‘elements’, as Deleuze calls them, are the economic 

properties constitutive of the asset.  

To say that these properties will not change without the asset changing its 

order and metric is simply one more way of observing, as we have, that the 

metrics or what we called in Essay One the ‘material properties’ of the asset can 

change in the course of its repetition, as in a synthetic exchange. We have seen 

that the generic asset is repeated by the synthetic asset, and in the course of its 

repetition the asset changes in kind, as new properties differentiate. We have also 

considered that, even before that, the generic asset was repeating the physical 

asset, and in the course of its repetition new properties (e.g. maturity, yield, 

default risk, etc.) differentiated as well.  

However, let us read this definition of ‘definition’ carefully. If the 

properties of the asset that are ‘reciprocally determined’ by the relations between 

the variable of coordinates of that asset cannot change without the asset changing 

both ‘its order and metric’, the question arises whether to change the metrics of 

the asset also necessarily changes its order? The answer to this question, as we 

have seen, is no, it does not: the repetition of the natural object by the classical 

object repeats the natural object, but in the course of its repetition preserves its 

identity –which is to say that it does not change in kind; the repetition of the 

classical object by the generic asset repeats the classical object, but in the course 

of its repetition preserves its identity as well –which is to say that it also does not 

change in kind. However, we have seen that the synthetic asset constitutes both a 

change to the metrical properties and the order of the multiplicity –it repeats, and 
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in the process of repeating, produces a new difference not only in degree, but a 

change in degree that produces a new difference in kind.        

 

From this, we immediately recognize that our question about the general ontology of the 

multiplicity is a question about causality, its nature and conditions. It is a question of exogenous 

and endogenous force. It is a question about the conditions of actuality, of the extrinsic structure 

to intensive determination. For this reason, to think the asset as a multiplicity is to think the 

continuous and simultaneous interpellation of forces acting both on it from without, and 

throughout it from within –its thousand, open, continuous plateaus of n-dimensional space. And 

most directly, to think the asset as a multiplicity is to convoke the question of change. For as 

Deleuze puts it: 

 

‘[The asset’s] spatial dramatization is played out on several levels: in the constitution of 

an internal space, but also in the manner in which that space extends into the external 

extensity, occupying a region of it.’33 

 

The reason why this is the case, is simply that the asset is a living being. And as such: 

 

‘A living being is not only defined genetically, by the dynamisms which determine its 

internal milieu, but also ecologically, which preside over its distribution of within an 

extensity.’34 

 

iii. Let us then attend to our second question –of what kind of asset is what kind of multiplicity?  

To begin with, let us consider an example of an asset as a multiplicity. Let us think the 

multiplicity of the generic financial asset of a Treasury bond.  

 

We can imagine that over a period of weeks, and months, and even years, we literally sit and 

watch a hotdog age beyond its expiration date. It will progressively become inedible, begin to 

decompose, and eventually disintegrate into the ambient, surrounding space. What are we doing? 

We are watching the hotdog’s motion through time. We are observing the physical motion of the 

hotdog in space, in time –in space-time.  

Of course, while the hotdog is a natural object with a use value, it is also, and more 

importantly for us herein, an economic object, a physical commodity, or what we have called a 

classical object in order to denote its classification in the group of exchange of classical 

exchange. For this reason, when we see the natural object of the hotdog decompose in space-

time, we are also seeing the metrics, or material properties –in particular, the volume of its image 

of value– of the economic object of the hotdog metamorphosize as well. And while we are not 

interested in the physical properties of the hotdog, but rather in its economic or material 

properties, i.e. as an economic object, even if here it is the case that the physical properties of the 

object are tied to its material properties (a hotdog past its expiration date has little or no 

monetary value), it is also the case that former only matters, indeed is only economic and 

material, insofar as it is derived from and in-itself for the latter. 

But now let us imagine that over a period of 3 months we sit and watch a 90-day 

Treasury bond age until it reaches maturity. And as we sit, watching, our eyes fixated on the 
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document of the bond, in our peripheral vision we see the Federal Reserve pursue some 

quantitative easing, or (even relatedly) we see a rally in equities, or hard or soft commodities, 

and so on; and we see what this does to the volume of the image of value of the bond. Here too, 

when sitting and watching the motion of the bond in space and time, we are observing the motion 

of the material properties –whether or not they are transformed– of the image of the object of the 

bond in space-time. We are observing the transformation of the economical object qua generic 

financial object under the force of motion of a domain of action that is, yes, bilateral (i.e. its 

exchange is ostensibly a bilateral transaction between two parties), but even more importantly 

still, is n-dimensional, continuous, and defined.       

    

From this simple example, we see that the properties of a generic financial asset derive their 

metricization from the broader ambient economic space. At a most general level, this is entirely 

unsurprising for Deleuze’s Riemann. For as Deleuze observes: 

 

‘Riemann defined as “multiplicities” those things that could be determined in terms of 

their dimensions or their independent variables.’ 

 

Riemann thus distinguished two kinds of multiplicities: there are what he called ‘discrete 

multiplicities’, and there are ‘continuous multiplicities’. Their basic ontological distinction pivots 

on the manner of determination of their metrics: 

 

‘The former contain the principle of their own metrics (the measure of one of their parts 

being given by the number of elements they contain). The latter found a metrical 

principle in something else, even if only in the phenomena unfolding in them or in the 

forces acting in them.’   

 

Deleuze gives philosophical transformation to Riemann’s original mathematical concept of the 

multiplicity. In the course of doing this, he deepens its ontological distinction.  

 

There are, Deleuze agrees with Riemann, not one but two kinds of multiplicities: Deleuze re-

labels ‘discrete multiplicities’ now as numerical multiplicities, and ‘continuous multiplicities’ 

now as qualitative multiplicities (he does this for reasons we will imminently discuss; we will 

henceforth defer to Deleuze’s terminology).  

Also like Riemann, Deleuze emphasizes as dispositive the manner of determination of 

their metrics. If the space of the multiplicity already contains the order of its metrics, rendering it 

uniform, fixed, with the distance between its points and lines being everywhere the same, then 

we know there will be very little or even no change between the variables of its coordinates, 

there will be very little or no change between the relations of these variables, and therefore there 

will be very little or no change to its properties: this is the case of a numerical multiplicity. The 

asset is repeated in the act of the exchange, but it is an invariable variation, an ex-change of the 

same.   

But if the order of its metrics is determined by ‘something else’, such as in ‘phenomena’ 

or ‘forces’ acting on or in and through them, in which case its metrics will not be fixed, flat, and 

uniform, and the distance between its points and lines will be uneven, contingent, and 

heterogeneous, then there is the capacity for change between the variables of its coordinates, 

there is the capacity for change between the relations of these variables, and there is very much a 



capacity for change to its properties, and radically so: this is the case of a qualitative multiplicity. 

Here, the asset is repeated in the course of its exchange, and a new difference in kind results.  

Moreover, we will ultimately see that the profound ontological difference between these 

two kinds of multiplicities –the dispositive ontological difference that renders them irreducibly 

different in kind– turns on the different functional relation between their material properties and 

the register of reality of their determination, or definition.35  

 

iv. Let us compare numerical multiplicities and qualitative multiplicities in more depth.  

 

We first consider numerical multiplicities.  

 

The object actualized by the numerical multiplicity is fully-actualized, which we know because 

of the invariance of its collinearities. 

 

‘In short, ‘object’ and ‘objective’ denote not only what is divided, but what, in dividing, 

does not change in kind. It is thus what divides by differences in degrees. The object is 

characterized by a perfect equivalence of the divided and divisions, of number and unit. 

In this sense, the object will be called a “numerical multiplicity.” For number, and 

primarily the arithmetical unit itself, is the model of that which divides without changing 

in kind.’   

 

If classical economic objects (e.g. coffee, cars, corn, and clothe) and generic financial assets (e.g. 

traditional debt and equity objects) immediately appear to us as objectival, or at least ‘more 

objective’ than the synthetic asset, this distinction made by Deleuze helps to explain why. The 

flat object is chocked-full, phenomenally, with extensive economic properties –properties that 

divide, and in the course of their division, simply divide without changing in kind. Its properties 

are points on a line, and the points on the line are uniform, which means their division produces 

only changes by degrees, but no change in kind. 

Already, for instance, in Essay One, when preliminarily concerning ourselves with the 

property of divisibility, we observed that the property of divisibility may turn out to be more than 

a matter of simple division. And that an interesting question convoked by the property of 

divisibility is not merely whether a particular financial asset can be divided, but whether it ever 

changes in kind when it does?  

For example, in the matter of the division of a generic financial asset, we observed that if 

I receive a letter informing me that my round lot of Walt Disney Co. (DIS) stock has been 

divided, or ‘split’ as a 2-for-1, I will now own 200 shares at $25.00 per share, rather than 100 
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shares at $50.00 per share. Here, there will have been the division of a generic financial asset of 

1 share of stock now into 2 –yet there will have been no change in kind, it has simply been 

numerically-divided ‘in half’, or ‘split’ into two.  

The same must be said of money. As the first generic financial asset, and perhaps finest 

example of a numerical multiplicity, money is the quintessential financial asset that divides 

without changing in kind. Deleuze observes that ‘number has only differences in degree, or that 

its differences, whether realized or not, are always actual in it.’36 In this respect, we realize that 

we could have invoked any number of examples of the division of a generic financial asset, for 

they are all numerical multiplicities. Whether a debt-note, a loan, or money itself: we divide, and 

in the process of dividing there is no change in kind. Is a debt-note available in an increment of 

hundred dollars or fifty? Does it matter? No –its yield will be the same. Is a loan syndicated? The 

answer to this question is a mere arithmetical formality. Do I ‘break’ a hundred dollar bill in 

order to get back 5 $20s, 10 $10s, or 100 $1s? Does it matter? No –the amount is unchanged by 

its denomination.   

 

But let us now consider the qualitative multiplicity. 

The qualitative multiplicity is much less defined in actuality, and therefore has far fewer 

invariance requirements on the collinearities preserved by flat space classes of exchange. 

Moreover, whereas in a numerical multiplicity the order of its metrics is already found in one of 

its parts –i.e. being extensive and uniform, everything is already contained in its matter, all or 

most of its reality has been presented to actuality– this is not so with a qualitative multiplicity.  

 

‘[A qualitative multiplicity] does not divide up without changing in kind, it changes in 

kind in the process of dividing up: This is why it is a nonnumerical multiplicity, where 

we can speak of “indivisibles” at each stage of the division.’37 

 

It is true that our case study of synthetic finance in Essay Two was all along dealing with a 

qualitative multiplicity –and that this accounts for the radical loosening of invariance 

requirements on the collinearities in the synthetic exchange. For example, in the process of 

pooling and tranching a synthetically-replicated portfolio of generic assets, we pooled and then 

re-divided the risk and cash flow, and in the process of re-dividing the risk and cash flow, we 

witnessed a change to the risk and cash flow in kind. Or even already in a single-name CDS, we 

stripped, i.e. ‘divided’, the event risk and associated cash flow from the generic referent –and in 

the process of its division, the terms of the pre-existing generic financial exchange changed in 

kind.    

 

Moreover –as we spoke of above in passing– Deleuze alerts his reader to the importance of 

understanding that a crucial ontological difference adheres between these two kinds of 

multiplicities. The dispositive ontological property rendering these two multiplicities irreducibly 

different in kind turns on the different functional relation each multiplicity maintains between 

their specific material properties and the register of reality of their definition.  

 

For as Deleuze points out, on the one hand:  
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‘Everything is actual in a numerical multiplicity; everything is not “realized”, but 

everything there is actual. There are no relationships other than those between actuals, 

and no differences other than those in degrees.’38   

 

But on the other hand: 

 

‘[The properties by which] a nonnumerical multiplicity…is defined, plunges into another 

dimension….It moves from the virtual to its actualization, it actualizes itself by creating 

lines of differences that correspond to its differences in kind.’39 

 

What are these ‘lines of difference’ that the qualitative multiplicity ‘actualizes’ by virtue of 

partially ‘plunging’ its object into another dimension? What does this ‘plunging’ mean for the 

definition of the material properties of the asset to which the qualitative multiplicity 

corresponds?  

In truth, we have already began to address this question. Let us recall (please see Virtual 

Objects) that the radical potential of the virtual object resides in the paradoxical, hybridized 

dimensionality of its reality: it simultaneously inhabits two dimensions of reality as a virtual 

object, it has both one foot in the virtual, and one foot in the actual; it comprises a reality that 

paradoxically houses an object that is a mere shred of the actual, while yet also still possessing 

some of the non-substantive structure of the virtual.   

The answer to these questions, then –of what are these ‘lines of difference that 

correspond to its difference in kind?’, and how does such hybridized reality affect the order of 

the asset’s properties?’– according to Deleuze, is precisely what marks the peculiar but radical 

ontology of the qualitative multiplicity, and therefore the peculiar but radical materiality of 

synthetic finance, as such. 

 

v. The radical materiality of the synthetic is best articulated by Deleuze, when outlining the three 

principal ontological features of the qualitative multiplicity. They are as follows: 

 

(1) First, ‘the elements [viz. properties] of the multiplicity have neither sensible form nor 

conceptual signification…they imply no prior identity, no positing of something that could be 

called one or the same. On the contrary, their indetermination renders possible the manifestation 

of difference freed from all subordination.’40  

This deepens the meaning of precisely what our own case study on credit derivatives has 

observed: the economic properties both actualized by the synthetic exchange and actualizing the 

synthetic asset imply no prior identity, they are free from the invariance requirements on the 

collinearities to which the classical object and generic asset are subordinated. Such 

‘indetermination’ of the object means that the synthetic asset is lacking any predetermined 

economic ‘form’, is free from predefined variables of its coordinates, as well as free of any 

predefined relations otherwise existing between them.  

 

(2) Secondly, then, the properties and relations between the properties of the multiplicity are 

determined, reciprocally determined –as they are in all multiplicities, both numerical and 
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qualitative. But now their determination occurs ‘without external reference or recourse to a 

uniform space in which it would be submerged.’41 The qualitative multiplicity is, as Deleuze puts 

it, ‘intrinsically-defined’.42   

If the invariance requirements on the collinearities and on so many other economic 

properties predefining the conditions of possibility for the behavior of flat space economic 

objects are loosened in a synthetic exchange, this is because the structure to the space of the 

qualitative multiplicity is not fixed, flat, uniform or homogeneous, i.e. it is not Euclidean. Rather, 

it is topological –which means that its surface is a space unto itself, and that space is not 

restricted by the collinearities. It is an intrinsically-defined and fungible space, capable of 

warping, bending, twisting, folding-over into or out of itself, or vanishing and suddenly 

reappearing. This also helps to explain why its mode of distribution is nomadic –it involves a 

distribution of space itself, rather than a distribution of objects in a pre-distributed space.  

What, then, is the difference between the structures to the space of the markets populated 

by numerical and qualitative multiplicities, respectively? In short, the structure to the space 

populated by numerical multiplicities is a corrugated plane of sheet-metal, lain flat upon a zero-

curvatured floor: its rigid objects move to and fro on its surface, symmetrically translating back 

and forth along its parallel ridges. And yet, really, what more can the non-fungible objects 

populating this flat space do than ex-change their position, or orientation, on this flat sheet now 

for an image of this or that position a little bit further ahead along the ridge? It is change, indeed, 

and technically-speaking. But it is an empty change, an invariable form of variation, a 

transformation that involves no real change.  

Contrarily, the structure to the space populated by qualitative multiplicities is an 

unbounded, elastic, soft cotton bed-sheet flipped up into the air, falling slowly through the air, 

and now down, down, down, towards an indefinite ground of indeterminate shape below. The 

surface of the bed-sheet and the ground below have yet to de-differentiate themselves, or become 

one, which they will and do at the moment when the bed-sheet touches ground. For now, though, 

the surface of the bed-sheet floats, suspended above the ground; it is a moving horizon, 

populated by fungible objects, and subject to an invisible force –indistinct yet very real streams 

of air-flows moving beneath and above and beside and between the ever-changing curvatured 

surface of the sheet, with its thousand plateaus of n-dimensional folds and subfolds. It yet 

remains an uneven surface. Its fungible objects move to and fro on its surface, but it is highly 

improbable such objects rigidly translate back and forth, as if running along parallel lines. 

Rather, they more likely warp and bend the space around them as they move along the open 

terrain, or perhaps they will warp and bend themselves; perhaps their hard motion will be 

impeded, or redirected by another object on top of the surface, or now even an object beneath the 

sheet itself; perhaps their motion is soft. Perhaps the object is acutely sharp, or has a sharp edge 

that will insert a ‘cut’ in the surface of the sheet as it rolls along its surface. Does this object now 

fall through the sheet? Does this hole now act as a new basin of attraction for the other objects 

circulating around on the sheet? Will the sheet continue to tear, with its basin of attraction 

evolving in mid-flight? Given that the sheet is unbounded, how can we know? 

We see that to ask the question about the objects populating this kind of surface ‘what 

more can they do than this?’ is perhaps even now premature –for do we even yet know 

‘anything’ they can do, to which there is yet ‘more’? Do we even yet know everything or 

anything about the objects populating this domain of action?  
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We do know, at least, that the structure to this space is plastic and ambiguously pliable, 

which now avails both the fungible objects and their space whose flexible structure is capable of 

being remade by the motions of such objects with any final, flat, uniform structure. We at least 

know that this space and the objects populating it are ontologically-marked by a profoundly-

augmented capacity for change.  

 

(3) Deleuze observes that these two aforementioned features mark the ontology of the qualitative 

multiplicity simply because the qualitative multiplicity ‘is a structure’, albeit a highly fungible, 

profoundly indeterminate, truly paradoxical kind of structure. It is, in Deleuze’s words, ‘a system 

of multiple, non-localizable connections between differential elements which is incarnated in real 

relations and actual terms.’43    

Throughout our examination of the ontology of exchange we have seen that the genesis 

of any economic object occurs ‘between the virtual and its actualization’ –or in other words, it 

goes from the structure [of the virtual] to its incarnation, from the conditions of a problem to the 

cases of a solution.’44 However, we have also seen that the synthetic asset is singularly unique 

from the other two classes of flat space objects in that it still has one foot in the virtual. Indeed, 

this is why Deleuze argues that the synthetic asset is the object ontologically closest in 

approximation to the virtual object –the latter of which, we will recall, ‘enjoys the double 

property of transcendence and immanence in relation to [the actual].’45  

If synthetic assets are indeed qualitative multiplicities, let us then follow its logic to the 

result: that the historico-ontological progressive differentiation of synthetic finance signals the 

coming-into-being of a series of qualitative multiplicities, such as credit derivatives and other 

synthetically-structured assets (e.g. CDO’s), which now enjoy ‘this double property’ of both 

transcendence and immanence in relation to the preexisting, actualized set of numerical 

multiplicities, which in turn populate the domains of action, or markets, comprising the system 

of exchange we call finance capitalism, what does this mean? It can only mean that now, namely, 

the determinative or defining structure to the genesis of economic form is more open and 

available to us, and increasingly so, than ever before. How so? If the virtual is indeed, as Deleuze 

says, pure structure without content, both the condition for and conditioning of a problem whose 

solution is always found in the actual; and if synthetic finance now plays this role, we must 

understand synthetic finance as the still partially-virtual domain –or at least the domain closest, 

ontologically, to the virtual – where actual economic solutions acquire the conditional structure 

to their problems.  

 

If there is a single lesson to be learned, and if there is collective mind to learn it, we now realize 

that perhaps we were always proceeding ontologically-backwards by looking for good solutions 

to badly-posed questions. The correct course of proceeding, rather, is to pose the virtual question 

whose actual solution will always be pre-determinatively commensurate with the quality of its 

problem. In other words, we don’t need new solutions to pre-existing problems, we need to 

formulate new problems to pre-existing solutions –for the solutions will repeat themselves, 

producing a new difference in kind. This, indeed, is why we have elected to pursue the 

speculative activity of finance, rooted in a materialist method, committed to the universalism of 

communism: a speculative materialist communism.    
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For this same reason, we now end our Essay by beginning with some questions. In this 

respect, we commence our project by concluding with some wagers, some speculative materialist 

wagers. This means that what follows is an ending, but which is our beginning, and our 

beginning is an ending with problems. What follows are some problems we wager as questions, 

some questions we wager as problems. They are speculative. They are materialist. The following 

are three wagers of our speculative materialism.   

 

 

Three Wagers of Speculative Materialism 
i. In Essay One we inaugurated our study of the ontology of synthetic finance by examining 

some material properties of synthetic finance. In Essay Two we pursued a case study of credit 

derivatives in order to examine the ontology of the synthetic asset in more depth. And in Essay 

Three we outlined the radical political-economic applications of Deleuze’s philosophical 

treatment of the mathematico-scientific concepts of difference and repetition, in order to 

substantiate our claim of the radical historical-materialist significance of the progressive 

differentiation of synthetic finance, relative to the system of finance capitalism, and capitalism 

more generally.  

 Our “Three Essays of Speculative Materialism” have thus ascended up the scale of the 

progressive differentiation of the synthetic –first as properties, then as asset, and finally as 

system. It is only fitting that we restrict our formulation of three wagers of speculative 

materialism to this arrangement. What follows are therefore three topical wagers, first on 

properties, then on assets, and then on system.  

 

Wager One. There is a profound material effect of the hyperfungible properties on the properties 

of the system itself.   

 

Question. Given the topological mode of assembly of the properties of the synthetic asset, is 

there now no limit to its material capacities?  

 

In the course of our analysis of the different ontological genera of numerical and qualitative 

multiplicities, we observed the material differences between the processes of assembling the 

properties of flat space economic objects and those of synthetic assets.  

To begin with, when everything is extensive in the object, we know that the object will 

have a closed set of properties, with a fixed and finite number of potential combinations: we saw 

that this was the case with numerical multiplicities, and that it defines the materiality of flat 

space economic objects. However, we also saw that qualitative multiplicities have any number of 

intensive properties that adhere to the object; and while real, they are not necessarily actualized 

in the object, which means that at any point in time there is an unknown, open set of potential 

combinations of such properties; and that consequently no exhaustive enumeration of its 

properties is possible. Here, every repetition opens the object to a potential new difference in 

kind, for its difference is neither subject to the invariance requirements placed on rigid objects, 

nor does it pledge any allegiance to the collinearities. Rather, it is a difference that is unbounded, 

topological, absolute: we saw that this is the case with qualitative multiplicities, and that it 

defines the materiality of the synthetic asset.   

 It is therefore neither hyperbolic nor metaphorical for us to observe that there are two 

modes of assembling the properties of an economic object. And yet because there has hitherto 



been no political-economic conceptual distinction drawn between different modes of objectival 

composition –that is, until now– we must both hyperbolize and draw on metaphor to exposit 

these two distinct modes of assembly.  

There is (a) an industrial-line or mechanical mode of assembly, and (b) a biological mode of 

assembly: these modes of assembly are qualitatively different, and each of their respective 

objects have kinds of material properties endemic to its mode of assembly. 46 Let us consider 

what they are. 

 

(a) In a mechanical assembly-line, the constitutive properties of the object are uniform, 

fixed, finite, i.e. Euclidean. The static order and rigid metrics of its shapes, sizes, lengths, 

values (of angles, etc.), and other material properties remain invariant under their pre-

determined motion along the assembly-line. The component parts of the object move 

along conveyor belts and other standardized transport facilities, in order to be exactly 

positioned relative to each other. Indeed, they must necessarily be precisely arranged, as 

such, for their viable composition.     

 

(b) By contrast, in a biological mode of assembly, topological properties define the 

dynamical order and plastic metrics that intrinsically unfold in its parts. Herein, 

fungibility is the order of the day: for example, specific lengths of muscles are less 

important than their attachments points –the muscles will bend or warp to fit the bone; 

the shape of membranes are less relevant than their continuity and closure –diffusion 

processes will cause their flexible adaptability as needed; cellular components do not 

require exact positioning –they float around, using lock-and-key mechanism to find their 

match.47    

    

Our reader by now well knows that synthetic exchange is isomorphic to a biological mode of 

assembly. The only question is whether, given its topological propensities, there is any 

endogenous limits to its material capacities?  

An expanded version of our first wager can thus be formulated, accordingly: we may, in 

fact, not need a wholesale simultaneous systemic mutation to yield a viable new order and its 

metrics –as a mechanical assembly-line mode of (r)evolution has always presupposed. In fact, a 

simple lock-and-key mechanism is not only more than capable of flexibly restructuring the 

intrinsically-unfolding parts, and their constitutive relations between variables; rather, this may 

turn out to be the only effective method by which to yield an entirely new order.     

  

Wager Two. There will be uneven effects of sedentary uses of nomadic technologies, because 

nomadic technologies must be used nomadically.   

 

Question. Is the organic nature of the synthetic asset at odds with its current uses? If so, what is 

its effect on the system?   

  

In DR, Deleuze illustrates that extensive differences are expressed in the actual as the negation of 

differences; such differences are what we call ‘diversity’ –i.e. that some-thing is not some-thing 

else negates their intensive, positive differences; we assert that only diverse things are negatively 
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alike, and by virtue of their diversity. But that contrarily, intensive differences are positive 

differences, and such positive differences in any dynamical system can reach a critical threshold, 

in which an incremental change by degrees can actualize a radical, qualitative, material change in 

kind (e.g. thermodynamics is the original field of study of the effects of intensive differences, for 

instance between pressure and temperature in one and the same body, that, reaching a critical 

threshold, will cause a dynamical reaction, thus changing the body in kind).  

 From this, it seems we have a ready-made, highly-compelling question to pose about the 

conditions of possibility for financial crisis. Are positive differences made intense enough with 

the advent of synthetic finance so as to have now reached a critical threshold, in which our 

financial system is undergoing a radical qualitative change to its order and metrics –i.e. from an 

static equilibrium, wherein differences are cancelled, to now a state of non-equilibrium, wherein 

differences remain –paradoxically– both interiorized yet actual, both virtual and extensive? But 

perhaps this is merely to ask whether the ever-inherent, progressively-intensified instability of 

our financial system is now a profound symptom that, given the increasing use of synthetic assets 

to play a zero-sum game (i.e. that the house wins or the gambler wins, but never both), their use 

today, as such, is anathema to their nature?  

 Here we are immediately reminded of the important ontological distinction drawn by 

Deleuze between sedentary distribution –a dividing up of that which has already been 

distributed– and nomadic distribution –which is a ‘completely other distribution…without 

property, enclosure or measure…a space which is unlimited, or at least without precise limits.’48 

Deleuze, of course, does not hazard to guess what happens when a technology original to 

nomadic distribution is repeatedly attempted to be used for sedentary purposes. But perhaps this 

is precisely what is at stake today: whether the organic nature of the synthetic asset is at odds 

with its current uses? And if it is, what is its effect on the financial system? 

 An expanded version of our second wager thus follows: insofar as intensive differences 

drive fluxes of matter and energy (actualized as either the migratory movements of a given 

population, or movements of energy through a given population), and insofar as the objects of 

synthetic finance, as qualitative multiplicities, are marked by a quantitative increase of intensive 

differences, the proliferation of systemic instability is an acute symptom of the sedentary misuse 

of a nomadic technology. Therefore, is not the only way to preserve system-stability to cease 

using a nomadic technology as a sedentary technology? Is not the only way to maintain the 

concept of profitability to now achieve universal equitability –that for the first time in the history 

of humanity, we our brought to a place whereby the equitable is the most profitable? And failing 

in the achievement of the equitable, profitability will falter as well?    

 

Wager Three. Capital is the original topological invariant. Synthetic finance allows us to 

increasingly access its intensive properties. Capital is gaining symmetry, not losing it.                  

 

Question. What, if any, is the historical-materialist-systemic significance of the regressive 

differentiation of the economic object? 

 

Natural studies on symmetry illustrate the process by which differentiated structures 

progressively emerge as any given dynamical system or object develops. There is a qualitative 

difference between the undifferentiated abyss of indetermination and those progressively-

defined, increasingly-distinctive zones of concentration and established polarities of position that 
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always actualize by way of symmetry-breaking events.49 For example, modern neuroscience 

speaks of the self-amplifying fluctuations in synaptic density from an initially undifferentiated 

and spatially disordered brain, productive of the broken symmetry that results in neurocentral 

organization. Microbiologists studying the aggregation of slime-mold stress the importance of 

symmetry-breaking and entrainment for the progressive actualization of a multicellular 

organism. Embryological research on egg-fertilization emphasizes the organizational work of 

cleavage patterns, transforming a highly symmetric ooze into differentiated tendons and muscles, 

blood, brain, and bones. Cosmologists model the expansion-to-cooling phase of our universe to 

gain insight into the symmetry-breaking bifurcations that allowed for the differentiation of our 

basic physical forces (at the extreme high temperatures precipitating the birth of our universe, the 

four forces were yet one). Even geologists studying hydrological patterns are delighted to 

observe pattern-generating asymmetries of river-formation, as the dynamical flow of water 

bifurcates, inscribing its sculptures into the face of our Earth. 

What repetition threads through the multitude of differences of these phenomena? On the 

one hand, there is no shortage of corroborating evidence from the science of morphogenesis that 

the metrical structures of such systems differentiate through a cascade of symmetry-breaking 

phase transitions –as if all itemized actuality is the result of emergence from yet some virtual and 

undifferentiated, nonmetricized, topological space. And yet, on the other hand, they all concede 

that the price paid for a structure of order is the loss of white symmetry, an accruement of the 

burden of rigidity, a diminution in genetic fungibility –as if, in turn, a kind of fee charged by 

Charon for safe passage from the virtual to the actual across the river of potentiality is a 

renunciation of primal pliability, and the only accepted currency broken symmetry herself. 

From one angle, and provisionally, one might expect that the historical differentiation of 

synthetic finance from out of generic finance, and before that, of generic finance from out of 

classical exchange, will have followed a linear, straightforward, morphogenetic narrative of the 

progressive differentiation of our system of finance capitalism along this familiar storyline of 

symmetry-breaking at the origins and development of metricized structure. But our ontological 

approach to the study of finance quickly showed us that in fact the opposite is true. Yes, a 

topological space will differentiate itself, dividing its continuity, and becoming progressively 

rigid, metricized, and inflexible as it undergoes a cascade of symmetry-breaking events. But how 

then do we account for more symmetry, more fungibility, and less-differentiation marking the 

historically-more recent synthetic financial asset and its correlative class of exchange?  

An expanded version of our third wager can therefore be formulated in the following 

manner: remarkably, and quite unexpectedly, but undeniably, beneath the historical and 

ostensibly linear progressive differentiation of finance we are witnessing the ontological 

regressive differentiation of capital. From an originally more metricized, geometrically-

homogeneous, and flat economical space populated by rigid economic objects, we are now 

regressing forward towards a less metricized, more fungible, and topological economical space 

populated by synthetic objects. 

 

This is truly an exciting moment, indeed. And for this very reason, let us note that one of the 

tasks –if not the principal task– of a speculate materialist political economist is to search out and 

locate those indistinct zones, or areas, from the world of finance where the virtual is still 
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discernible without being determined, still expressed without its expression yet covered-over, its 

intensive properties articulated but not yet extensively cancelled-out. For it is here, in studying 

such areas of our dynamical system, we will discover how to better seize the flexible, fungible, 

formative, monstrous and nomadic power of qualitative multiplicities. Of course, we now know 

that synthetic finance is a good place start, for it is precisely such an area. Indeed, it is the area 

par excellence.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 


