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[1]Baudrillard, Jean. Simulacra and Simulation. The University of Michigan Press, 1994. p.6.
[2][3]Deleuze, Gilles. Empiricisna and Subjectivity. Columbia University Press, 1991. p.24, pp.111-112.
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[1][2]Deleuze, Gilles. Empiricism and Subjectivity. Columbia University Press, 1991. p.29, p.19.
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The Distinction Between Deleuzets
and Baudrillardts Theories of Simulacra
Wu Jing
Abstract: Both Baudrillard and Deleuze confirm the absolute domination of simulacra in modern world.
The similar claims on this issue B anti-representation - however, have resulted from their different posi
tions toward truth. Nietzsche is a key figure to bridge the two contemporary thinkers. Compared to Deleuzeds
unreserved affirmation of surface world, Baudrillard is more like dramatis personae in classical tragedy,

mourning the death of reality. Deleuze develops his theory against Platonism with the constructive uni-vocity

of being while Baudrillard never gives up his nostalgia for the real. This distinction also leads to their diverse
ways of striking for freedom.

Keywords: simulacra; truth; being; subjectivity
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