'A Sort of Neo-Kantianism': Knowledge and the Historical A Priori in Deleuze's Reading of Foucault

Edward Willatt

'It is as if the abstract and the concrete assemblages constituted two extremes, and we moved from one to the other imperceptibly.  Sometimes the assemblages are distributed in hard, compact segments which are sharply distributed by partitions, watertight barriers, formal discontinuities (...).  Sometimes, on the other hand, they communicate within the abstract machines which confers on them a supple and diffuse microsegmentality, ...'
Gilles Deleuze, Foucault, p. 40  

In the third chapter of his Foucault book Deleuze refers to '... a sort of neo-Kantianism unique to Foucault'.
  This brings us to an ambiguity that surrounds Deleuze's relation to Kant across his writings.  In Deleuze: The Clamor of Being Alain Badiou refers to a correspondence he had with Deleuze in the early 1990s and reports that '... in our private polemic, the epithet “neo-Kantian” was the crushing accusation that Deleuze most often tried to pin on me'.
  This leaves us wondering how a reference to neo-Kantianism functions in Deleuze's reading of Foucault.  
Deleuze emphasises Kantian concerns and forms of argument in his reading of Foucault so that we have a 'sort' of neo-Kantianism.  He talks about an a priori but one that is historical and locates knowledge as that which precedes all sciences, echoing Kant's concern with an architectonic of the sciences.  Foucault's engagement with the historical, with concrete detail and specificity, comes to the fore but this does not cut him off from Kant's thought.  For Deleuze the wealth of concrete detail to be found in Foucault's books forms part of an account of experience, of the experiences of different historical ages, which is neo-Kantian.  Thus, in Foucault’s Madness and Civilisation, madness is an object of experience that is accounted for through a priori conditions that vary with history.  How is this sort of neo-Kantianism to be distinguished from the sort that Alain Badiou reports, one that is for Deleuze a 'crushing accusation'?  I want first of all to tackle this question of the sorts of neo-Kantianism that Deleuze recognises.  Having done this I will then seek to unpack Foucault's neo-Kantianism, to see how it involves a concern with the a priori and with knowledge whilst relating these to the historical and concrete experiences of different ages.  How does Foucault's account of experience remain neo-Kantian whilst being historical and embracing the concrete down to its tiniest detail?
1.  Two Sorts of neo-Kantianism

The first sort of neo-Kantianism that we find in Deleuze's reading of the history of philosophy is associated with a notion of a false and incomplete critique.  This image of Kantianism stretches from early works like Nietzsche and Philosophy to late works like 'Immanence: A Life' as well as leaving its mark on Deleuze's private correspondence with Alain Badiou.  For Deleuze Kant both proposes and then betrays immanence when he makes it the critical test of the elements of an account of experience.  In Nietzsche and Philosophy he writes that:  'Kant's genius, in the Critique of Pure Reason, was to conceive of an immanent critique'.
  Kant is seen to have made critique immanent to the faculty of reason.  However, Deleuze accuses Kant of simultaneously preserving ends of reasons so that these transcend the immanent work of critique that he has envisaged.  Kant is also said to have 'copied' the empirical when formulating the transcendental and then preserved these copies as conditions of possible experience.
  His account therefore presupposes what it is intended to account for or leaves uncriticised what should have been made immanent to critique.  It betrays immanence through its preservation of ends of reason and its copying of the empirical or what is given in experience.  In Foucault Deleuze maintains this concern with the role of critique in accounting for experience.  He analyses Heidegger's philosophy from this perspective and argues that:  'The Heraclitean element has always gone deeper in Foucault than in Heidegger, for phenomenology is ultimately too pacifying and has blessed too many things'.
  Deleuze's reference to Heraclitean philosophy shows how he seeks to fully account for experience on the basis of immanence.  Immanence to the Heraclitean flux is the critical test that must be faced by any potential element of an account of experience.  Aristotle reports that for Heraclitus '... the fairest connection comes from things that differ ... and everything comes about in accordance with strife ... '.
  This tests any components of an account of experience.
  Heraclitean flux destroys anything given in experience and ensures that only that which is involved in the giving of experience can survive and thus be part of a transcendental account of experience.  The only thing that could survive is what makes experience possible as such.
  For Deleuze then genuine critique, one that tests all conditions by submitting them to immanence, is something Kant proposed and then betrayed.  
This brings us to the sort of neo-Kantianism that Deleuze is more positive about.  This involves a Kant who is creative and who led Deleuze to compose a piece entitled 'On Four Poetic Formulas That Might Summarize the Kantian Philosophy'.
  The most intense manifestation of this creative Kant is found in the seminars Deleuze devoted to him in 1978, during which he formulated these four poetic formulas.  Here Deleuze relates Kant's categories to the moods we are in, suggesting that the categories we have depend upon our character and mood.  He also relates Kant's schematism to animal life, to the ways in which animals occupy space and time.  In this way Deleuze finds Kant liberating, him he finds him to be less someone who preserves ends of reason or things given in experience and more a thinker who invents or creates concepts in response to problems.  He writes that: 'There is something quite curious in Kant.  When things don't work, he invents something which doesn't exist, but it doesn't matter'.
  It is this creativity of Kant's system that inspires Deleuze to be creative with its parts, to link categories to moods and to expand the doctrine of schematism so that it is fully externalised and embodied in animal life.  He becomes a creative scholar of Kant on the grounds that Kant himself was responding creatively to problems that he uncovered.  Deleuze argues that this creativity finds its source in Kant's conception of time and the problems this sets.
  Only by considering Kant as an inventor of concepts in response to his new understanding of time do we understand the potential of neo-Kantianism in Deleuze's eyes.  In the next section of this paper we will return to these two sorts of Kantianism as we consider how Deleuze present's Foucault's work.  
2.  History and the A Priori

In order to understand the sort of neo-Kantianism that Deleuze locates in Foucault's work we will need to emphasise how it externalises and makes historical the body of Kantianism.  Deleuze writes that for Foucault:  '...the conditions [of experience] do not meet deep within a consciousness or a subject, any more than they compose a single Entity: they are two forms of exteriority within which dispersion and dissemination take place, sometimes of statements, sometimes of visibilities'.
  We will now consider how these externalised conditions form a historical a priori.  However, if we want to say that for Deleuze Foucault externalises the Kantian system and relates it to the course of history the objection might be made that this makes it indistinguishable from forms of historicism and naturalism.  We look outside the transcendental and timeless structures whose origin is in the subject and turn instead to nature and its processes.  We move from the transcendental to the unlimited expanses of nature and the inevitable tides of history.  Surely this understanding of space and time is opposed to transcendental philosophy with its concern for the relations of the subject and the object?
  However, this is to neglect the nature of Kant's methods and forms of argument which do not begin with a subjective origin but rather with the demands and rigors of a critical and transcendental account of experience.  The Foucault that Deleuze reveals is concerned with such an account rather than with locating the elements of an account in the self or in the world.  This Foucault and this Kant, two figures that we uncover in Deleuze's Foucault book, are not concerned with origins but rather with processes and arguments that are to account fully for experience.  We can see this in Deleuze's following account of Foucault's work:
'It is neither a history of mentality, nor of behaviour.  Speaking and seeing, or rather statements and visibilities, are pure Elements, a priori conditions under which all ideas are formulated and behaviour displayed, at some moment or other.  This research into conditions constitutes a sort of neo-Kantianism unique to Foucault'.
 
Deleuze refers here to the 'moment' at which ideas are formulated and behaviour displayed.  This shows how a priori conditions are historical, how they give rise to specific ways of talking about objects of experience and visible ways of life that together form experience for a particular historical age.  The a priori does not rise above these specificities but is immanent to them and realised in the wealth of historical detail that Foucault presents in his books.  Thus we see Foucault writing of the historical experiences of madness in Madness and Civilisation (1961).  This experience for the medieval age is distinct from the experience of the renaissance, the baroque or the classical age.
  This is then a historical object of experience but one that is made possible in a priori ways.  Deleuze writes that:  'An “age” does not pre-exist the statements which express it, nor the visibilities which fill it'.
  Thus in the classical age statements condemning idleness encountered a new visibility that was constituted by what Foucault calls a 'community of labour'.
  A new way of talking about people encountered a new way of seeing them, of organising social space.  These a priori elements extend throughout a society, they organise it in its entirety so that a common experience of madness is established for an age.  In this way, statements and visibilities take on a life of their own so that, rather than being simply found at different times and places, they account for our very experience of these times and places.
  They become forms of the historical a priori.  For Deleuze this shows that Foucault is concerned with epistemology, with our knowledge of objects of experience in all their historical and concrete detail.  The two forms of knowledge are statements and visibilities or words and things.  
We can develop the a priori role of statements and visibilities further by referring to language and light.  We've seen that for Foucault statements and visibilities make madness, as a historical object of experience, possible.  They make it sayable and visible, at particular moments and as part of particular historical formations.  This  concerns the details of history rather than abstractions or generalities.  However, statements and visibilities form part of conditions that are larger than any historical age, namely language and light.  Deleuze writes that 'The light-being is a strictly indivisible condition, an a priori that is uniquely able to lay visibilities open to sight, and by the same stroke to the other senses each time according to certain combinations which are themselves visible: for example, the tangible is a way in which the visible hides another visible'.
  Language and light are the primary objects of experience, they distribute the statements and visibilities that mark out a particular historical moment and so make experience possible.  Thus Foucault will write concerning the history of madness that:  'The dawn of madness on the horizon of the Renaissance is first perceptible in the decay of Gothic symbolism; as if that world whose network of spiritual meanings was so close-knit, has begun to unravel, showing faces whose meaning was no longer clear except in the forms of madness'.
  The Renaissance liberated madness in society's experience, banishing those considered mad to voyages on the sea and conjuring up fantastic images of madness in painting and in print.  It thus organised social space, forcing the mad to voyage from port to port without refuge, and created a wealth of images that haunted and enlivened the collective imagination.  At this point we wonder if Foucault does not submerge thought in such historical detail, drawing upon such things as the ways of seeing and imagining madness presented in Renaissance painting or upon the ways of organising and seeing space represented in the classical age by confinement.
  There must be something continuous about the a priori if it is to be worthy of the name.  From a Kantian perspective the a priori must be what guards against scepticism by providing conditions of experience that do not vary.
  We saw in the previous section that something must survive the Heraclitean flux of immanent critique, something that makes experience possible in the first place and is therefore a priori.  How can the a priori make knowledge possible given Foucault's emphasis upon how we talk and what we see at a given moment of history, upon the concrete experiences of particular ages?  
Deleuze defines Foucault's notion of the historical a priori in the following way:  'Given certain conditions, they do not vary historically, but they do vary with history'.
  They vary with history insofar as they make possible and are realised in particular distributions of words and things that constitute a historical age.  However, we've argued that it is not enough to say that conditions vary with history.  Thought must not be submerged by concrete detail but must be able to relate the experiences of different ages.  It must be able to think the a priori and think it historically or insofar as it varies with history.  However, the a priori also makes experience possible and thus constitutes history by distributing what can be said and seen in a particular age.
  Deleuze writes that 'What Foucault takes from History is that determination of visible and articulable features unique to each age which goes beyond any behaviour, mentality or set of ideas, since it makes these things possible'.
  This a priori varies with history in order that it can be most closely involved with that history.  It inhabits history in its tiniest detail.  Its apparently insignificant details are included, details that can have revolutionary consequences precisely because they are left out and ignored by a particular age.  They are what Jacques Rancière calls ‘the part that has no part’ (la part des sans-part).  Thanks to their neglect they have the power to disrupt the dominant discourse and ways of life that has no understanding of them.
  Thus for Foucault the a priori must not rise above the concrete, it must be immanent to it, and yet it must be able to relate the concrete details it is in touch with.  It relates and draws upon the concrete in a synthesis that Foucault calls 'knowledge'.  Critical questions remain concerning this neo-Kantian account of experience.  How does the a priori both keep thought in touch with history, with the concrete details of historical experience, and provide the means to resist being overwhelmed or isolated by the tide of history?  
We've seen that, as a priori elements, language and light are more than a collection of statements and visibilities or words and things.  They must account for such things in all their historical and concrete detail.  Light makes visible and language makes sayable in the first place because they are a priori conditions of possibility.  There is nothing behind language or light just as in Kant's philosophy there is nothing behind appearances that should concern theoretical cognition.  We should instead be concerned with the immanent wealth of appearances, with the fruits of immanence rather than with a dogmatism attached to a transcendent 'thing in itself'.
  Thus Deleuze will write that for Foucault '... in fact there is nothing prior to knowledge, because knowledge, in Foucault's new concept of it, is defined by the combinations of visible and articulable that are unique to each stratum or historical formation'.
  Why does knowledge come first for Foucault despite his concern with concrete detail and specificity?  The priority given to knowledge arises from the critical questions we have raised.  Knowledge must include the concrete and must arise from it.  It must prevent us from either neglecting history or being overwhelmed and isolated by it.  We must neither abstract from the details of history nor become merely products of our age.  The a priori must therefore allow us to be both utterly concrete in our thought and to relate what is most concrete in unheard of ways, in ways that we cannot conceive from the perspective of our present age.  This attempt to balance a sense of history and a sense of the a priori is at the heart of Deleuze's Foucault.  It is a problem that is  central to Foucault's account of experience as Deleuze understands it.
3.  Kantian Formulas for Resistance
How can we understand Foucault’s concern to relate the concrete detail of different historical experiences as 'a sort of neo-Kantianism'?  The use of the term 'a priori' is of course no guarantee that Kant is involved.  The fidelity of Deleuze's readings of the history of philosophy has been subject to much debate.  In the previous section of this paper we found Deleuze to be a creative scholar of Kant and in this section we have argued that this creative use of Kant allows him to present Foucault's work as neo-Kantian.  However, Peter Hallward has argued that Deleuze uses the Kantian term 'transcendental' in a very much non-Kantian way.  It refers to the way we think the creation of both ourselves and the world, rather than to conditions that make knowledge possible for us.
  We therefore have to find, at the heart of Foucault's thought as it is presented by Deleuze, reasons for invoking Kantian terms and concerns.  Why should Deleuze and Foucault wish to account for knowledge rather than, as Hallward suggests, think the creation of reality itself?  
We've seen that Deleuze's Foucault does not want to see the archivist deluged and overwhelmed by the words and things he or she uncovers.  If this were to happen they could not also be an activist who takes a stand on the basis of knowledge formed through a close engagement with concrete history.  Deleuze in fact turns to Kant's understanding of the self to find a source for the synthesis that can prevent the tide of history or its sense of particularity from overwhelming thought and action in the present moment.  This is presented in Deleuze's 'On Four Poetic Formulas That Might Summarize the Kantian Philosophy' using Arthur Rimbaud's formula: 'I is an other'.
  In his earlier Difference and Repetition Deleuze presented this as the fracturing of the self.
  The self is fractured by time because as spontaneous or active it is separated from its passive or receptive side, from its temporal determination over the course of experience.  Thus 'I is an other' because as active, as 'I think', the self is separated from its passive side ('I am').  This fracture at the heart of the self is for Deleuze a problem that Kant uncovered and that enables us to account for the self without assuming that its two sides always relate.  We look for an account of their relations rather than taking these for granted on the basis of what is given in experience.  In Deleuze's presentation of this idea the self is thrown open, it is externalised, because it is made up of two parts that are external to one another and need to be related if experience is to be accounted for.  In Foucault he writes that:
'This marked the point of Kant's decisive break with Descartes: the form of determination (I think) does not rest on an undetermined (I am) but rather on the form of a pure determinable element (space-time).  The problem is that of the coadaption of the two forms or two sorts of conditions, which differ in nature.  It is a transformed version of this problem which we find in Foucault: the relationship between the two forms of “there is”, between light and language, determinable visibilities and determining statements'.

Here Deleuze sees Kant as having externalised the self, locating it in the relation between spatio-temporal syntheses, which are undergone in time, and the activity of the thinking self which Kant calls the transcendental unity of apperception.
  Kant has forced us to account for the self.  Its two sides do not resemble one another, so that the self is fractured and 'I is an other', and yet they must be related if experience is to be accounted for.  We must relate concrete sensation and abstract thought.  Deleuze's reading of Foucault takes forward Kant's method and locates it in Foucault's concern to relate language and light.  Kant broke open and externalised the self and Foucault, in his neo-Kantianism, takes this further so that the self is only ever located in the midst of words and things.  Foucault begins with the exteriority of words and things, of statements and visibilities, in order to account for experience by relating them.
  Language and light are each: ' ... a form of exteriority in which the statements [or visibilities] of the corpus under consideration appear by way of dispersal and dissemination.  It is a distributive unity'.
  Foucault is said to find here the confrontation of two forms of exteriority, of things made exterior just as Kant fractured the active and passive sides of the self.  Words and things do not resemble one another any more than the active and passive sides of the self do.  How is this lack of a relation to be involved in accounting for experience?  Again Deleuze finds the answer in Kant.  A self is fractured by time but it is precisely this time that allows very different things to relate.  In time things that are apparently opposed, activity and passivity, can have the relations that are necessary for accounting for experience.  Let's explore these relations of language and light within time in order that we may pursue questions concerning the relation between concrete history and the a priori in Foucault.  How does the Kantian understanding of time that Deleuze highlights contribute to his presentation of Foucault's historical a priori?  
If we return to Deleuze's 'On Four Poetic Formulas That Might Summarize the Kantian Philosophy' we find that another poetic formula is taken from Shakespeare's Hamlet: 'The time is out of joint'.
  This complements Rimbaud's 'I is an other', which, as we've seen, summarizes the Kantian self for Deleuze.  This otherness, the otherness of the passive and the active, is realised in the time that fractures the self and that is 'out of joint'.  It is also a 'time out of joint' that Foucault's historical a priori must open onto.  This a priori must relate things which are opposed and non-resembling, things that are external to one another in their concrete dispersal and specificity.  These are statements and visibilities or words and things.  For Deleuze 'the time is out of joint' when time does not measure movement in space:  'Time is no longer related to the movement it measures, but rather movement to the time that conditions it'.
  As a result 'Things succeed each other in diverse times, but they are also simultaneous in the same time, and they subsist in an indeterminate time [un temps quelconque]'.
  Deleuze finds here the means of thinking time on its own terms, of thinking its ability to relate things above and beyond their relations in space.  For this to be relevant to his reading of Foucault it will have to concern very concrete details that, while isolated in the social organisation of space, are not isolated in time as a whole.  They relate in a 'time out of joint' with results that cannot be predicted from the perspective of a particular age, from the way an age is spatially organised by particular statements and visibilities.  Therefore, this synthesis in a 'time out of joint' does not happen in a void but concerns the relations of historical details.  Of this a priori role of time in relating very different and very concrete things Deleuze writes that:  '... it is more like a series of draws in a lottery, each one operating at random but under extrinsic conditions laid down by the previous draw'.
  We are not then confined to our age because in the a priori, in language and light, we have two transversal and continuous elements that relate every detail of life through their relations in time as a whole.  This is a synthesis that draws upon the details of all of history.  In this way we have to account for how certain statements and certain visibilities come together even though they have nothing in common.  We account for this through time's role in relating things that are  un-related in space or in time that merely measures space.  Such things that can only come together contingently through time's unique ability to relate things that have nothing in common.  
Deleuze develops this temporal synthesis of the concrete when he writes that for Foucault: 

'There is only a relation of forces which acts transversally and finds in the duality of forms the conditions for its own action and realization.  If there is such thing as coadaption of forms, it arises from their “encounter” (provided the latter is forced), and not the other way around: “the encounter is justified only by the new necessity it has established”'.
  
This transversal relation in time exceeds what can be achieved in space because it does not follow from the spatial organisation of the present but accounts for this.  To illustrate this Deleuze poses the problem of the encounter between language and light in the case of Foucault's work on madness: '... is the man we see in the asylum and the man we can label mad ever one and the same?'
  This encounter is a disjunction and is not based on the resemblance of a statement and a visibility or upon their closeness in space.  The statement and visibility involved do not come together in a social space.  We saw how for Deleuze the formula 'I is an other' represents what time does to the self in Kant's Critique of Pure Reason.  It relates two non-resembling things, the self as passive and subject to synthesis and the self as active in surveying these syntheses.  Thus two non-resembling and distant things can be said to encounter one another and they do this in time.  The things to be related for Foucault are much wider, they are the externalised and dispersed words and things that mark out a historical age.  However, Deleuze draws deeply upon Kantian formulas when he presents the externalised and historical a priori of Foucault.  He externalises and historicises on the basis of Foucault’s writings but does this in order to find an ultimate synthesis of the concrete in a time 'out of joint'.
So far we have emphasised the role of Foucault's neo-Kantianism in accounting for the experiences of different historical ages.  This must be related to a concern that we have already touched upon.  Knowledge, if it has a priori abilities, can resist the tide of history that threatens to submerge it in detail or to wash it away.  We are not simply a product of our age if we can draw upon the a priori, but this must be an a priori that is immanent to the concrete and that draws concretely upon different ages while being effective in the present.  It must produce encounters that exceed the experience of our present age, that makes this experience possible and makes change possible.  Deleuze develops this role of the a priori when he locates questions that do not vary, that take a stand in the midst of history.  These questions are a priori and yet engaged with history down to its smallest detail.  Deleuze writes of the conditions provided by the historical a priori that ...
'What in fact they present is they way in which the problem appears in a particular historical formation: What can I know or see and articulate in such and such a condition for light and language?  What can I do, what power can I claim and what resistances may I counter?  What can I be, with what folds can I surround myself or how can I produce myself as a subject?'
  
These questions remain the same throughout history, within and across the ages, but are historical insofar as they are posed from the perspective of different ages.  The historical a priori relates the experiences of different ages in time and in this way makes it possible to ask questions that draw upon time as whole, to resist the situation in which one finds oneself in a particular social space.  In a late interview Foucault says that 'Knowledge is for me that which must function as a protection of individual existence and as a comprehension of the exterior world.  I think that's it.  Knowledge as a means of surviving by understanding'.
  For Deleuze, if we start by asking what can I know? a great deal follows.  This question opens onto a temporal synthesis of the concrete.  The questions what I can do? and what I can be? follow from this comprehension of a synthesis of knowledge that both situates us in space and relates us to quite different situations in time, with consequences that could be revolutionary.  For Foucault there is nothing behind this knowledge, nothing to be reached behind these materials of action and subjectivisation (What can I do? What can I be?).  This externalised reality is to be known and then drawn upon, through what later Foucault will call 'folding' the 'outside'.
  The external becomes internal when it is treated as the source of materials for subjectivity, for a subjectivisation that can include more of the concrete than is thought possible from the social organisation of space in which one finds oneself.  
To ask What can I know? is to ask What can be drawn from an a priori that is historical, that relates all ages down to their tiniest details?  This makes it possible to reactivate the renaissance experience of madness but without the banishment of the mad that was originally involved.  We've seen that Foucault recognises in the renaissance a fascination with madness, an experience of madness as an animality that is identified with man's own true nature.
  What if these fantastic images of madness were liberated from the social organisation of space that banished those considered mad to the sea and to ever different ports?  What if this experience of madness encountered a different organisation of social space?  Language and light make it possible to flood today’s social space with renaissance images of madness, to show the otherness that madness represents which can be seen as internal to our own nature.
  They allow us to fracture our own selves by showing that encounters can take place between quite different things.  In this way today’s statements about normality and the use of Prozac to regulate the ways of life of those considered mentally ill might be challenged.  Psychiatrist Peter D. Kramer writes of how, before the advent of Prozac, he was convinced of the significance of anxiety.  However, he realised that he had changed his perspective without being aware of it since having begun to prescribe Prozac and had begun to assume that anxiety was meaningless.
  What caused this change in his attitude?  He argues that it was the close fit between the attitudes and ways of life that Prozac brings to those who use it and the demands of the modern work place.  The drug fitted the social organisation of space, allowing those who used it to become ‘normal’.  This led him to neglect anxiety and its role in the discovery of the self that had been his major concern as a psychiatrist.
  This encounter between a way of talking about normality and ways of life that Prozac induces had led him to become immersed in a very concrete world formed by such statements and visibilities.  He had not noticed his change of attitude until he took a more historical and a priori view, one that fractured his experience of madness, that fractured its statements and visibilities.  He recalled work by Kierkegaard and Heidegger in which anxiety was seen as fundamental to self-discovery.
  Now statements were seen to have contingently encountered the ways of life induced by Prozac.  He had been carried along by the apparent 'fit' between statements and visibilities but now saw that in a wider synthesis of knowledge their complementarity only appeared in a particular organisation of social space.  The materials of subjectivisation were shown to be wider than was recognised by the society he lives in.  The media, in its massive coverage of Prozac, neglected the synthesis that Foucault is concerned with, the subjectivisation that draws upon knowledge:  ‘The transformative powers of the medicine – how it went beyond treating illness to changing personality, how it entered into our struggle to understand the self – were nowhere mentioned’.
  Kramer’s experience of becoming immersed in a new and very concrete world, where ways of life and ways of speaking were woven together, was one of losing touch with a wider synthesis that Foucault calls knowledge.  He came to see statements and visibilities in this context, as results of contingent encounters in a time that does not overwhelm thought or make us products of our time.  He had recovered a sense of the historical a priori. 
4.  Knowledge

Deleuze emphasises the epistemological nature of Foucault’s project, his neo-Kantian concern not to locate signifiers or things-in-themselves behind the statements and visibilities distributed by language and light respectively.
  We've seen that there is nothing prior to knowledge for Foucault, nothing that transcends the syntheses that secure knowledge in a priori ways.  This neo-Kantianism embraces the immanence we saw Deleuze demanding from genuine critique, the destruction of all transcendent ends so that every age, and its statements and visibilities, is as real as any other and none is hiding any reality or meaning.  Knowledge is externalised and fully real.
  It therefore becomes a matter of what we do with knowledge, with how this synthesis can contribute to the formation of societies and selves here and now.  Knowledge is the synthesis of the concrete details of every age that works through the disjunction or non-resemblance between language and light.
  What are the consequences of this affirmation of knowledge?  It resists the move to specialisation that has characterised the present age.  If we can only know our own field we cannot draw upon knowledge more widely, upon its a priori elements that allow us to relate details of renaissance painting to details of the organisation of social space here and now.  Thus we must seek a priori conditions of knowledge in the historical a priori rather than pursuing increasing specialisation and assigning individuals to different skill sets.
  To do this is to miss the potential of knowledge, one that is realised in a synthesis without disciplinary boundaries.  Deleuze finds this concern in Foucault and writes that:
'In brief, science is concentrated in an area of knowledge it does not absorb and in a formation which is in itself the object of knowledge and not of science.  Knowledge in general [savoir] is not science or even a particular corpus of knowledge [conaissance], but takes as its object the above-defined multiplicities it actually describes, with all its unique, features, places and functions: ...'
 
Rather than specialisation of knowledge Foucault, like Kant, envisages an architectonic where an account of knowledge as such precedes the sciences.  On the basis of this account different sciences emerge and relate.  Thus, renaissance painting will cross disciplinary boundaries when it encounters the statements concerning madness found in modern psychiatry.  Deleuze envisages a knowledge without disciplinary boundaries, a synthesis in a time that is 'out of joint' which does not measure any social organisation of space whatsoever:  

'Above all, what we have done is to discover and survey that foreign land where a literary form, a common phrase, a schizophrenic piece of non-sense and so on are also statements, but lack a common denominator and cannot be reduced or made equivalent in any discursive way'.

Thus we are positioned by certain statements and exposed by a certain visibilities but this does not mean that we are confined to one place, that we cannot escape this determination by language and light.  Instead the horizon of knowledge is wider than any science formed by a corpus of statements and visibilities offered by the social organisation of its subject matter.  Our role, our specialism, must not dictate our approach to knowledge.  Knowledge must not be defined by the organisation of disciplines that we find in our time.  To know madness is to be able to relate concrete details of history that are both scientific and artistic, both mathematical data and the use of light and shade in painting.  However, in the above passage we also see that knowledge is not to be made equivalent.  We've seen that language and light do not resemble one another.  The relations between very different things need to be accounted for and in this way we account for experience as such.    
Conclusion

We have sought to uncover the positive meaning of Deleuze's reference to 'a sort of neo-Kantianism' in Foucault.  We've found that the conception of time that Deleuze finds in Kant is the source both of his creative reading of Kant and his presentation of Foucault's work.  The a priori becomes externalised and historical because time allows the a priori to relate things that are distributed and dispersed throughout the ages.  Time provides the synthesis that is a priori because it crosses the ages and yet historical because it varies with historical ages.  This neo-Kantianism takes formulas from Kant but then takes this further by his immersing them in the concrete details of Foucault's historical analyses.  Foucault's neo-Kantianism is shown to involve breaking open and externalising elements of an account of experience.  It then raises  the problem of their relations in order to account for experience.  It shows that history does not undermine a transcendental account of experience, or lead us to historicism, naturalism or scepticism.  Knowledge can then point us towards resistance as the question What can I know? is followed by What can I do? and What can I be?  Over the course of Deleuze's Foucault we move towards a subjectivisation that draws on the concrete, upon its synthesis in a time 'out of joint'.  What I can do and be draws upon what I can know, overcoming historicism and specialisation on the basis of an a priori that draws upon time in order to relate things that are fully concrete.
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