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Translator’s Foreword:
Pleasures of Philosophy
Brian Massumi

Thisis a book that speaks of many things, of ticks and quilts and fuzzy sub-
sets and noology and political economy. It is difficult to know how to
approach it. What do you do with a book that dedicates an entire chapter to
music and animal behavior—and then claims that it isn’t a chapter? That
presents itself as a network of “plateaus” that are precisely dated, but can
be read in any order? That deploys a complex technical vocabulary drawn
from a wide range of disciplines in the sciences, mathematics, and the
humanities, but whose authors recommend that you read it as you would
listen to a record?!

“Philosophy, nothing but philosophy.”? Of a bastard line.

The annals of official philosophy are populated by “bureaucrats of pure
reason” who speak in “the shadow of the despot” and are in historical com-
plicity with the State 3 Theyinvent “a properly spiritual . . . absolute State that
... effectively functions in the mind.” Theirs is the discourse of sovereign
judgment, of stable subjectivity legislated by “good” sense, of rocklike iden-
tity, “universal” truth, and (white male) justice. “Thus the exercise of their
thought is in conformity with the aims of the real State, with the dominant sig-
nifications, and with the requirements of the established order.”

Gilles Deleuze was schooled in that philosophy. The titles of his earliest

ix
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booksread like a Who’s Who of philosophical giants. “What got me by dur-
ing that period was conceiving of the history of philosophy as a kind of ass-
fuck, or, what amounts to the same thing, an immaculate conception. I
imagined myself approaching an author from behind and giving him a child
that would indeed be his but would nonetheless be monstrous.”® Hegel is
absent, being too despicable to merit even a mutant offspring. To Kant he
dedicated an affectionate study of “an enemy.” Yet much of positive value
came of Deleuze’s flirtation with the greats. He discovered an orphan line of
thinkers who were tied by no direct descendance but were united in their
opposition to the State philosophy that would nevertheless accord them
minor positions in its canon. Between Lucretius, Hume, Spinoza,
Nietzsche, and Bergson there exists a “secretlink constituted bythe critique
of negativity, the cultivation of joy, the hatred of interiority, the exteriority of
forces and relations, the denunciation of power.”” Deleuze’s first major
statements written in his own voice, Différence et repeétition (1968) and
Logique du sens (1969), cross-fertilized that line of “nomad” thought with
contemporary theory. The ferment of the student-worker revolt of May 1968
andthereassessmentit prompted of therole oftheintellectual insociety? led
him to disclaim the “ponderous academic apparatus™ still in evidence in
those works. However, many elements of the “philosophy of difference” they
elaborated were transfused into a continuing collaboration, of which 4
Thousand Plateaus is the most recent product.

Félix Guattari is a practicing psychoanalyst and lifelong political activ-
ist. He has worked since the mid-1950s at La Borde, an experimental psy-
chiatric clinic founded by Lacanian analyst Jean Oury. Guattari himself
wasamonglacan’s earliest trainees, and although he never severed his ties
with Lacan’s Freudian School the group therapy practiced at La Borde
took him in a very different direction. The aim at La Borde was to abolish
the hierarchy between doctor and patient in favor of an interactive group
dynamic that would bring the experiences of both to full expression in such
away as to produce a collective critique of the power relations in society as
awhole. “Thecentralperspectiveis. . .to promote humanrelationsthat do
not automatically fall into roles or stereotypes but open onto fundamental
relations of a metaphysical kind that bring out the most radical and basic
alienations of madness or neurosis”!? and channel them intorevolutionary
practice. Guattari collaborated beginning in 1960 on group projects dedi-
cated to developing this radical “institutional psychotherapy,”!! and later
entered an uneasy alliance with the international antipsychiatry move-
ment spearheaded by R.D. Laingin England and Franco Basaglia in Italy.!?
As Lacanian schools of psychoanalysis gained ground against psychiatry,
the contractual Oedipal relationship between the analyst and the transfer-
ence-bound analysand became as much of a target for Guattari as the legal
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bondage of the institutionalized patientin the conventional State hospital.
He came to occupy the same position in relation to psychoanalysis as he
had all along inrelation to the parties of the left: an ultra-opposition within
the opposition. His antihierarchical leanings made him a precursor to the
events of May 1968 and an early partisan of the social movements that
grew from them, including feminism and the gay rights movement.!3 Anti-
Oedipus (1972),' his first book with Deleuze, gave philosophical weight to
his convictions and created one of the intellectual sensations of postwar
France with its spirited polemics against State-happy or pro-party versions
of Marxism and school-building strains of psychoanalysis, which sepa-
rately and in various combinations represented the dominant intellectual
currents of the time (in spite of the fundamentally anarchist nature of the
spontaneous popular uprisings that had shaken the world in 1968). “The
most tangible result of Anti-Oedipus was that it short-circuited the connec-
tion between psychoanalysis and the far left parties,” in which he and
Deleuze saw the potential for a powerful new bureaucracy of analytic
reason.!®

For many French intellectuals, the hyperactivism of post-May gave way
to a mid-seventies slump, then a return to religion (72/ Quel) or political
conservatism (the Nouveaux Philosophes) in a foreshadowing of the
Reagan eighties. Deleuze and Guattari never recanted. Nor did they sim-
ply revive the polemics. A Thousand Plateaus (1980), written over a seven-
year period, was billed as a sequel to 4nti-Oedipus and shares its subtitle,
Capitalism and Schizophrenia. But it constitutes a very different project. It
is less a critique than a positive exercise in the affirmative “nomad”
thought called for in Anti-Oedipus.

“State philosophy” is another word for the representational thinking
that has characterized Western metaphysics since Plato, but has suffered
an at least momentary setback during the last quarter century at the hands
of Jacques Derrida, Michel Foucault, and poststructuralist theory gener-
ally. As described by Deleuze, ¢ it reposes on a double identity: of the think-
ing subject, and of the concepts it creates and to which it lends its own
presumed attributes of sameness and constancy. The subject, its concepts,
and also the objects in the world to which the concepts are applied have a
shared, internal essence: the self-resemblance at the basis of identity. Rep-
resentational thought is analogical; its concern is to establish a correspon-
dence between these symmetrically structured domains. The faculty of
judgment is the policeman of analogy, assuring that each of the three terms
is honestly itself, and that the proper correspondences obtain. In thought
its end is truth, in action justice. The weapons it wields in their pursuit are
limitative distribution (the determination of the exclusive set of properties
possessed by each term in contradistinction to the others: logos, law) and
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hierarchical ranking (the measurement of the degree of perfection of a
term’s self-resemblance in relation to a supreme standard, man, god, or
gold: value, morality). The modus operandi is negation: x = x = not y. Iden-
tity, resemblance, truth, justice, and negation. The rational foundation for
order. The established order, of course: philosophers have traditionally
been employees of the State. The collusion between philosophy and the
State was most explicitly enacted in the first decade of the nineteenth cen-
tury with the foundation of the University of Berlin, which was to become
the model for higher learning throughout Europe and in the United States.
The goal laid out for it by Wilhelm von Humboldt (based on proposals by
Fichte and Schleiermacher) was the “spiritual and moral training of the
nation,” to be achieved by “deriving everything from an original principle”
(truth), by “relatingeverythingto an ideal” (justice), and by “unifying this
principle andthisideal in asingle Idea” (the State). The end product would
be “a fully legitimated subject of knowledge and society”!”—each mind an
analogously organized mini-State morally unified in the supermind of the
State. Prussian mind-meld.!8 More insidious than the well-known practi-
cal cooperation between university and government (the burgeoning mili-
tary funding of research) is its philosophicalrole in the propagation of the
form of representational thinking itself, that “properly spiritual absolute
State” endlessly reproduced and disseminated at every level of the social
fabric. Deconstruction-influenced feminists such as Héléne Cixous and
Luce Irigaray have attacked it under the name “phallogocentrism” (what
the most privileged model of rocklike identity is goes without saying). In
the introduction to A Thousand Plateaus, Deleuze and Guattari describeit
asthe “arborescent model” of thought (the proudly erect tree under whose
spreading boughs latter-day Platos conduct their class).

“Nomad thought” does not immure itself in the edifice of an ordered
interiority; it moves freely in an element of exteriority. It does not repose
on identity; it rides difference. It does not respect the artificial division
between the three domains of representation, subject, concept, and being;
it replaces restrictive analogy with a conductivity that knows no bounds.
The concepts it creates do not merely reflect the eternal form of a legislat-
ing subject, but are defined by a communicable force in relation to which
their subject, to the extent that they can be said to have one, is only secon-
dary. They do not reflect upon the world but are immersed in a changing
state of things. A concept is a brick. It can be used to build the courthouse of
reason. Or it can be thrown through the window. What is the subject of the
brick? The arm that throws it? The body connected to the arm? The brain
encased in the body? The situation that brought brain and body to such a
juncture? All and none of the above. What is its object? The window? The
edifice? The laws the edifice shelters? The class and other power relations
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encrusted in the laws? All and none of the above. “What interests us are the
circumstances.”!? Because the concept in its unrestrained usage is a set of
circumstances, at a volatile juncture. It is a vector: the point of application
of a force moving through a space at a given velocity in a given direction.
The concept has no subject or object other than itself. It is an act. Nomad
thought replaces the closed equation of representation, x = x =noty (I =1
=not you) with an open equation: ...+ y+z+a+...(...+arm+ brick +
window + . ..). Rather than analyzing the world into discrete components,
reducing their manyness to the One of identity, and ordering them by rank,
it sums up a set of disparate circumstances in a shattering blow. It synthe-
sizes a multiplicity of elements without effacing their heterogeneity or hin-
dering their potential for future rearranging (to the contrary). The modus
operandi of nomad thoughtis affirmation,even when its apparent object is
negative. Force isnotto be confused with power. Force arrives from outside
to break constraints and open new vistas. Power builds walls.

The space of nomad thought is qualitatively different from State space.
Air against earth. State space is “striated,” or gridded. Movement in it is
confined as by gravity to a horizontal plane, and limited by the order of
that plane to preset paths between fixed and identifiable points. Nomad
space is “smooth,” or open-ended. One can rise up at any point and move
to any other. Its mode of distribution is the nomos: arraying oneself in an
open space (hold the street), as opposed to the logos of entrenching oneself
in a closed space (hold the fort).

A Thousand Plateaus is an effort to construct a smooth space of
thought. It is not the first such attempt. Like State philosophy, nomad
thought goes by many names. Spinoza called it “ethics.” Nietzsche called
it the “gay science.” Artaud called it “crowned anarchy.” To Maurice
Blanchot, itis the “space of literature.” To Foucault, “outside thought.”2°
In this book, Deleuze and Guattari employ the terms “pragmatics” and
“schizoanalysis,” and in the introduction describe a rhizome network
strangling the roots of the infamous tree. One of the points of the book is
thatnomad thought is not confined to philosophy. Orthatthe kind of phi-
losophy it is comes in many forms. Filmmakers and painters are philo-
sophical thinkers to the extent that they explore the potentials of their
respective mediums and break away from thebeaten paths.2! On astrictly
formal level, itis mathematics and music that create the smoothest of the
smooth spaces.?? In fact, Deleuze and Guattari would probably be more
inclined to call philosophy music with content than music ararefied form
of philosophy.

Which returns to our opening question. How should 4 Thousand Pla-
teausbe played? When you buy a record there are always cuts that leave you
cold. You skip them. You don’t approach a record as a closed book that you
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havetotake orleave. Othercutsyoumaylistentooverand overagain. They
follow you. You find yourself humming them under your breath as you go
about your daily business.

A Thousand Plateaus is conceived as an open system.23 It does not pre-
tend to have the final word. The authors’ hope, however, isthat elements of
it will stay with a certain number of its readers and will weaveintothe mel-
ody of their everyday lives.

Each “plateau” is an orchestration of crashing bricks extracted from a
variety of disciplinary edifices. They carry traces of their former emplace-
ment, which give them a spin defining the arc of their vector. The vectors
are meant to converge at a volatile juncture, but one that is sustained, as an
open equilibrium of moving parts each with its own trajectory. The word
“plateau” comes from an essay by Gregory Bateson on Balinese culture, in
which he found a libidinal economy quite different from the West’s orgas-
mic orientation.2 In Deleuze and Guattari, a plateau is reached when cir-
cumstances combine to bring an activity to a pitch of intensity that is not
automatically dissipated in a climax. The heightening of energies is sus-
tained long enough to leave a kind of afterimage of its dynamism that can
bereactivated orinjected into otheractivities, creatinga fabric of intensive
states between which any number of connecting routes could exist. Each
section of A Thousand Plateaus tries to combine conceptual bricks in such
a way as to construct this kind of intensive state in thought. The way the
combination is made is an example of what Deleuze and Guattari call
consistency—not in the sense of a homogeneity, but as a holding together
of disparate elements (also known as a “style”).25 A style in this sense, as a
dynamic holding together or mode of composition, is not something lim-
ited to writing. Filmmakers, painters, and musicians have their styles,
mathematicians have theirs, rocks have style, and so do tools, and technol-
ogies, and historical periods, even—especially—punctual events. Each
section is dated, because each tries to reconstitute a dynamism that has
existed in other mediums at other times. The date correspondsto the point
at which that particular dynamism found its purest incarnation in matter,
the point at which it was freest from interference from other modes and
rose to its highest degree of intensity. That never lasts more than a flash,
because the world rarely leaves room for uncommon intensity, being in
large measure an entropic trashbin of outworn modes that refuse to die.
Section 12, for example, the “Treatise on Nomadology,” isdated 1227 A.D.
because that is when the nomad war machine existed for a moment in its
pure form on the vacant smooth spaces of the steppes of Inner Asia.

Thereaderisinvited to follow each section to the plateau that rises from
the smoothspace of its composition, and to move from one plateau to the
next at pleasure. But it is just as good to ignore the heights. You can take a
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concept that is particularly to your liking and jump with it to its next
appearance. They tend to cycle back. Some might call that repetitious.
Deleuze and Guattari call it a refrain.

Most of all, the reader is invited to lift a dynamism out of the book
entirely, and incarnate it in a foreign medium, whether it be painting or
politics. The authors steal from other disciplines with glee, but they are
more than happy to return the favor. Deleuze’s own image for a concept is
not abrick, buta “tool box.”26 He calls his kind of philosophy “pragmatics”
because its goalis the invention of concepts that do notadd up to a system
of belief or an architecture of propositions that you either enter or you
don’t, but instead pack a potential in the way a crowbar in a willing hand
envelops an energy of prying.

The best way of all to approach the book istoread it as a challenge: to pry
open the vacant spacesthat wouldenable you to build your life and those of
the people around you into a plateau of intensity that wouldleave afterim-
ages of its dynamism that could be reinjected into still other lives, creating
afabric of heightened states between which any number, the greatest num-
ber, of connecting routes would exist. Some might call that promiscuous.
Deleuze and Guattari call it revolution.

The question is not: is it true? But: does it work? What new thoughts
does it make it possible to think? What new emotions does it make it possi-
bletofeel? Whatnewsensationsand perceptionsdoesit openinthe body?

The answer for some readers, perhaps most, will be “none.” If that hap-
pens, it’s not your tune. No problem. But you would have been better off
buying a record.



Notes on the Translation
and
Acknowledgments

AFFECT/AFFECTION. Neitherword denotes a personal feeling (sentiment
in Deleuze and Guattari). L ‘affect (Spinoza’s affectus) is an ability to affect
and be affected. It is a prepersonal intensity corresponding to the passage
from one experiential state of the body to another and implying an
augmentation or diminution in that body’s capacity to act. L affection
(Spinoza’s affectio) is each such state considered as an encounter between
the affected body and a second, affecting, body (with body taken in its
broadest possible sense to include “mental” or ideal bodies).

DRAW. In 4 Thousand Plateaus, to draw is an act of creation. What is
drawn (the Body without Organs, the plane of consistency, a line of flight)
does not preexist the act of drawing. The French word tracer captures this
better: It has all the graphic connotations of “to draw” in English, but can
also mean to blaze a trail or open a road. “To trace” (décalquer), on the
other hand, is to copy something from a model.

FLIGHT/ESCAPE. Both words translate fuite, which has a different range
of meanings than either of the English terms. Fuite covers not only the act
of fleeing or eluding but also flowing, leaking, and disappearing into the
distance (the vanishing point in a painting is a point de fuite). It has no rela-
tion to flying.

Xvi
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MILIEU. In French, milieu means “surroundings,” “medium” (as in
chemistry), and “middle.” In the philosophy of Deleuze and Guattari,
“milieu” should beread as a technical term combining all three meanings.

PLANE. Theword p/andesignatesbotha “plane” inthe geometrical sense
and a “plan.” The authors use it primarily in the first sense. Where both
meanings seem to be present (as in discussions of the p/an d’organisaton)
“plan(e)” has been used in the translation.

POWER. Two words for “power” exist in French, puissance and pouvoir.
In Deleuze and Guattari, they are associated with very different concepts
(although the terminological distinction is not consistently observed).
Puissancerefers to arange of potential. It has been defined by Deleuze as a
“capacity for existence,” “a capacity to affect or be affected,” a capacity to
multiply connections that may be realized by a given “body” to varying
degrees in different situations. It may be thought of as a scale of intensity or
fullness of existence (or a degree on such a scale), analogous to the capacity
of a number to be raised to a higher “power.” It is used in the French trans-
lation of Nietzsche’s term “will to power.” Like its English counterpart, it
has an additional mathematical usage, designating the number of elements
in a finite or infinite set. Here, puissance pertains to the virtual (the plane
of consistency), pouvoir to the actual (the plane of organization). The
authors use pouvoirin a sense very close to Foucault’s, as an instituted and
reproducible relation of force, a selective concretization of potential. Both
puissance and pouvoir have been translated here as “power,” since the dis-
tinction between the conceptsisusually clear from the context. The French
terms have been added in parentheses where confusion might arise, and in
occasional passages where puissance is rendered as “potential.”

PROCESS/PROCEEDING. The authors employ two words normally trans-
lated as “process.” Processus in their usage is the more general of the two,
covering both the stratified and destratified dimensions of an occurrence.
Proces pertains only to the stratification. In standard French, proces also
means “trial” (as in the title of the Kafka novel). Deleuze and Guattari
exploit this polysemy as a way of emphasizing the role of organizations of
social power and regimes of signs in operations constitutive of the subject,
or proces de subjectivation. Proces isusually (once again, there is slippage in
their usage) translated as “proceeding,” despite the occasional awkward-
ness this produces in English, in an attempt to preserve both associations: a
process, or way of proceeding, and a legal proceeding, or trial. Processus is
always “process.”

SELE. Both M oi and Soi have usually been translated as ”Self,” with the
Frenchin brackets. Soiis the selfinitsbroadest sense, but as aneuter third-
person pronoun implies an impersonality at the basis of the self. Moiis a
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more restricted concept: the “me” as subject of enunciation for the “I” (je)
assubject of the statement. [ tis also the French term forthe Freudian ego.

SIGNIFIANCE/INTERPRETANCE. I have followed the increasingly com-
mon practice of importing signifiance and interprétance into English with-
out modification. In Deleuze and Guattarithese terms referrespectivelyto
the syntagmatic and paradigmatic processes of language as a “signifying
regime of signs.” They are borrowed from Benveniste (“signifying capac-
ity” and “interpretative capacity” are the English translations used in
Benveniste’s work).

STATEMENT. Enonce (often “utterance”) has been translated here as
“statement,” in keeping with the choice of the English translators of
Foucault, to whose conception Deleuze and Guattari’s is closest. “Enunci-
ation” is used for énonciation.

TRAIT. The word trait has a range of meanings not covered by any single
word in English. Literally, it refers to a graphic drawing, and to the act of
drawing a line. Abstractly, it is the purely graphic element. Figuratively, it
is an identifying mark (a feature, or trait in the English sense), or any act
constituting a mark or sign. In linguistics, “distinctive features” (traits
distinctifs or traits pertinents) are the elementary units of language that
combine to form a phoneme. Trait also refers to a projectile, especially an
arrow, and to the act of throwing a projectile. Here, “trait” has been
retained in all but narrowly linguistic contexts.

GENDER-BIASED USAGE has been largely eliminated through plural-
ization or the use of male and female pronouns. However, where Deleuze
and Guattari seem deliberately to be using “man” to designate a socially
constructed, patriarchal standard of human behavior applied to both men
and women, the masculine generic has been retained.

* %k *
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Authors’ Note

This book is the companion volume to Anti-Oedipus (paperback ed., Uni-
versity of Minnesota Press, 1983). Together they make up Capitalism and
Schizophrenia.

It is composed not of chapters but of “plateaus.” We will try to explain
why later on (and also why the texts are dated). To a certain extent, these
plateaus may be read independently of one another, except the conclusion,
which should be read at the end.



A Thousand Plateaus
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SYLVANO BUSSOTI

The two of us wrote Anti-Oedipus together. Since each of us was several,
there was already quite a crowd. Here we have made use of everything that
came within range, what was closest as well as farthest away. We have
assigned clever pseudonyms to prevent recognition. Why have we kept our
own names? Out of habit, purely out of habit. To make ourselves unrecog-
nizable in turn. To render imperceptible, not ourselves, but what makes us
act, feel, and think. Also because it’s nice to talk like everybody else, to say
the sun rises, when everybody knows it’s only a manner of speaking. To
reach, not the point where one no longer says I, but the point where it is no
longer of any importance whether one says I. We are no longer ourselves.
Each will know his own. We have been aided, inspired, multiplied.

A book has neither object nor subject; it is made of variously formed
matters, and very different dates and speeds. To attribute the book to a
subject is to overlook this working of matters, and the exteriority of their
relations. It is to fabricate a beneficent God to explain geological move-
ments. In a book, as in all things, there are lines of articulation or
segmentarity, strata and territories; but also lines of flight, movements of
deterritorialization and destratification. Comparative rates of flow on

3
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these lines produce phenomena of relative slowness and viscosity, or, on
the contrary, of acceleration and rupture. All this, lines and measurable
speeds, constitutes an assemblage. A book is an assemblage of this kind,
and as such is unattributable. It is a multiplicity—but we don’t know yet
what the multiple entails when it is no longerattributed, that s, after it has
beenelevated to the status of a substantive. One side of a machinic assem-
blage faces the strata, which doubtless make it a kind of organism, or signi-
fying totality, or determination attributable to a subject; it also has a side
facing a body without organs, which is continually dismantling the organ-
ism, causing asignifying particles or pure intensities to pass or circulate,
and attributing to itself subjects that it leaves with nothing more than a
name as the trace of an intensity. What is the body without organs of a
book? There are several, depending on the nature of the lines considered,
their particular grade or density, and the possibility of their converging on
a “plane of consistency” assuring their selection. Here, as elsewhere, the
units of measure are what is essential: quantify writing. There is no differ-
ence between what a book talks about and how it ismade. Therefore a book
also has no object. As an assemblage, a book has only itself, in connection
with other assemblages and in relation to other bodies without organs. We
will never ask what a book means, as signified or signifier; we will not look
for anything to understand in it. We will ask what it functions with, in con-
nection with what other things it does or does not transmit intensities, in
which other multiplicities its own are inserted and metamorphosed, and
with what bodies without organs it makes its own converge. A book exists
only through the outside and on the outside. A book itself is a little
machine; what istherelation (also measurable) of thisliterary machineto a
war machine, love machine, revolutionary machine, etc.—and an abstract
machine that sweeps them along? We have been criticized for overquoting
literary authors. But when one writes, the only question is which other
machine the literary machine can be plugged into, must be plugged into in
orderto work. Kleist and a mad war machine, Kafkaand a most extraordi-
nary bureaucratic machine ... (What if one became animal or plant
through literature, which certainly does not mean literarily? Is it not first
through the voice that one becomes animal?) Literature is an assemblage.
It has nothing to do with ideology. There is no ideology and never has been.
All we talk about are multiplicities, lines, strata and segmentarities,
lines of flight and intensities, machinic assemblages and their various
types, bodies without organs and their construction and selection, the
plane of consistency, and in each case the units of measure. Stratometers,
deleometers, BwO units of density, BwO units of convergence:. Not only do
these constitute a quantification of writing, but they define writing as
always the measure of something else. Writing has nothing to do with
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signifying. It has to do with surveying, mapping, even realms that are yet to
come.

A first type of book is the root-book. The tree is already the image of the
world, or the root the image of the world-tree. This is the classical book, as
noble, signifying, and subjective organicinteriority (the strata of the book).
The book imitates the world, as art imitates nature: by procedures specific
toitthataccomplish what nature cannotorcan nolongerdo. Thelaw of the
book is the law of reflection, the One that becomes two. How could the law
of the book reside in nature, when it is what presides over the very division
between world and book, nature and art? One becomes two: whenever we
encounter this formula, even stated strategically by Mao or understood in
themost “dialectical” way possible, what we have before usisthemostclas-
sical and well reflected, oldest, and weariest kind of thought. Nature
doesn’t work that way: in nature, roots are taproots with a more multiple,
lateral, and circular system of ramification, rather than a dichotomous
one. Thoughtlags behind nature. Even the book as a naturalrealityis a tap-
root, with its pivotal spine and surrounding leaves. But the book as a spiri-
tual reality, the Tree or Root as an image, endlessly develops the law of the
One that becomes two, then of the two that become four. . . Binary logic is
the spiritual reality of the root-tree. Even a discipline as “advanced” as lin-
guistics retains the root-tree as its fundamental image, and thus remains
wedded to classical reflection (for example, Chomsky and his grammatical
trees, which begin at a point S and proceed by dichotomy). This is as much
as to say that this system of thought has never reached an understanding of
multiplicity: in order to arrive at two following a spiritual method it must
assume a strong principal unity. On the side of the object, it isno doubt pos-
sible, following the natural method, to go directly from One to three, four,
or five, but only if there is a strong principal unity available, that of the piv-
otal taproot supporting the secondary roots. That doesn’t get us very far.
Thebinarylogic of dichotomy has simply been replaced by biunivocal rela-
tionships between successive circles. The pivotal taproot provides no bet-
ter understanding of multiplicity than the dichotomous root. One operates
in the object, the other in the subject. Binary logic and biunivocal relation-
ships still dominate psychoanalysis (the tree of delusion in the Freudian
interpretation of Schreber’s case), linguistics, structuralism, and even
information science.

The radicle-system, or fascicular root, is the second figure of the book,
to which our modernity pays willing allegiance. This time, the principal
root has aborted, or its tip has been destroyed; an immediate, indefinite
multiplicity of secondary roots grafts onto it and undergoes a flourishing
development. This time, natural reality is what aborts the principal root,
but the root’s unity subsists, as past or yet to come, as possible. We must ask
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if reflexive, spiritualreality does not compensate for this state of things by
demanding an even more comprehensive secret unity, or a more extensive
totality. Take William Burroughs’s cut-up method: the folding of one text
onto another, which constitutes multiple and even adventitious roots (like
a cutting), implies a supplementary dimension to that of the texts under
consideration. In this supplementary dimension of folding, unity contin-
ues its spiritual labor. That is why the most resolutely fragmented work can
also be presented as the Total Work or Magnum Opus. Most modern meth-
ods for making series proliferate or a multiplicity grow are perfectly valid
in one direction, for example, a linear direction, whereas a unity of
totalization asserts itself even more firmly in another, circular or cyclic,
dimension. Whenever a multiplicity is taken up in a structure, itsgrowth is
of fset by a reduction in its laws of combination. The abortionists of unity
are indeed angel makers, doctores angelici, because they affirm a properly
angelic and superior unity. Joyce’s words, accurately described as having
“multiple roots,” shatter the linear unity of the word, even of language,
only to posit a cyclic unity of the sentence, text, or knowledge. Nietzsche’s
aphorisms shatter the linear unity of knowledge, only to invoke the cyclic
unity of the eternal return, present as the nonknown in thought. This is as
much as to say that the fascicular system does not really break with dual-
ism, with the complementarity between a subject and an object, a natural
reality and a spiritual reality: unity is consistently thwarted and obstructed
in the object, while a new type of unity triumphs in the subject. The world
has lost its pivot; the subject can no longer even dichotomize, but accedes
to a higher unity, of ambivalence or overdetermination, in an always sup-
plementary dimension to that of its object. The world has become chaos,
but the book remains the image of the world: radicle-chaosmos rather than
root-cosmos. A strange mystification: a book all the more total for being
fragmented. At any rate, what a vapid idea, the book as the image of the
world. In truth, it is not enough to say, “Long live the multiple,” difficult as
it is to raise that cry. No typographical, lexical, or even syntactical clever-
ness is enough to make it heard. The multiple must be made, not by always
adding a higher dimension, but rather in the simplest of ways, by dint of
sobriety, with the number of dimensions one already has available—
always n — 1 (the only way the one belongs to the multiple: always sub-
tracted). Subtract the unique from the multiplicity to be constituted; write
at n — 1 dimensions. A system of this kind could be called a rhizome. A rhi-
zome as subterranean stem is absolutely different from roots and radicles.
Bulbs and tubers are rhizomes. Plants with roots or radicles may be
rhizomorphic in other respects altogether: the question is whether plant
life in its specificity is not entirely rhizomatic. Even some animals are, in
their pack form. Rats are rhizomes. Burrows are too, in all of their func-
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tions of shelter, supply, movement, evasion, and breakout. The rhizome
itself assumes very diverse forms, from ramified surface extension in all
directionsto concretion into bulbs and tubers. When rats swarm over each
other. The rhizome includes the best and the worst: potato and couchgrass,
or the weed. Animal and plant, couchgrass is crabgrass. We get the distinct
feeling that we will convince no one unless we enumerate certain approxi-
mate characteristics of the rhizome.

1 and 2. Principles of connection and heterogeneity: any point of a rhi-
zome can be connected to anything other, and must be. This is very differ-
ent from the tree or root, which plots a point, fixes an order. The linguistic
tree on the Chomsky model still begins at a point S and proceeds by dichot-
omy. On the contrary, not every traitin a rhizome is necessarily linked to a
linguistic feature: semiotic chains of every nature are connected to very
diverse modes of coding (biological, political, economic, etc.) that bring
into play not only different regimes of signs but also states of things of dif-
fering status. Collective assemblages of enunciation function directly
within machinic assemblages; it is not impossible to make a radical break
between regimes of signs and their objects. Even when linguistics claims to
confineitselfto whatisexplicitand to make no presuppositions about lan-
guage, it is still in the sphere of a discourse implying particular modes of
assemblage and types of social power. Chomsky’s grammaticality, the cate-
gorical S symbol that dominates every sentence, is more fundamentally a
marker of power than a syntactic marker: you will construct grammatically
correct sentences, you will divide each statement into a noun phrase and a
verb phrase (first dichotomy . . .). Our criticism of these linguistic models
is not that they are too abstract but, on the contrary, that they are not
abstract enough, that they do notreach the abstract machine that connects
alanguage to the semantic and pragmatic contents of statements, to collec-
tive assemblages of enunciation, to a whole micropolitics of the social
field. A rhizome ceaselessly establishes connections between semiotic
chains, organizations of power, and circumstancesrelative to the arts, sci-
ences, and social struggles. A semiotic chain is like a tuber agglomerating
very diverse acts, not only linguistic, but also perceptive, mimetic,
gestural, and cognitive: there is no language in itself, norare there any lin-
guistic universals, only a throng of dialects, patois, slangs, and specialized
languages. There is no ideal speaker-listener, any more than there is a
homogeneous linguistic community. Language is, in Weinreich’s words,
“an essentially heterogeneous reality.”! There is no mother tongue, only a
power takeover by a dominant language within a political multiplicity.
Language stabilizes around a parish, a bishopric, a capital. It forms a bulb.
It evolves by subterranean stems and flows, along river valleys or train
tracks; it spreadslike a patch of oil.2 It isalways possible to break alanguage
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down into internal structural elements, an undertaking not fundamentally
different from a search for roots. There is always something genealogical
about a tree. It is not a method for the people. A method of the rhizome
type, on the contrary, can analyze language only by decentering it onto
other dimensions and other registers. A language is never closed upon
itself, except as a function of impotence.

3. Principle of multiplicity: it is only when the multiple is effectively
treated as a substantive, “multiplicity,” that it ceasesto have anyrelationto
the One as subject or object, natural or spiritual reality, image and world.
Multiplicities are rhizomatic, and expose arborescent pseudomulti-
plicities forwhattheyare. There isnounityto serve as a pivotin the object,
ortodivide in the subject. There is noteven the unity to abort in the object
or “return” in the subject. A multiplicity has neither subject nor object,
only determinations, magnitudes, and dimensions that cannot increase in
number without the multiplicity changing in nature (the laws of combina-
tion therefore increase in number as the multiplicity grows). Puppet
strings, as a rhizome or multiplicity, are tied not to the supposed will of an
artist or puppeteer but to a multiplicity of nerve fibers, which form another
puppet in other dimensions connected to the first: “Call the strings or
rods that move the puppet the weave. It might be objected that its multi-
plicity resides in the person of the actor, who projects it into the text.
Granted; but the actor’s nerve fibers in turn form a weave. And they fall
through the gray matter, the grid, into the undifferentiated. . . . The inter-
play approximates the pure activity of weavers attributed in myth to the
Fates or Norns.” An assemblage is precisely this increase in the dimen-
sions of a multiplicity that necessarily changes in nature as it expands its
connections. There are no points or positions in a rhizome, such as those
found in a structure, tree, or root. There are only lines. When Glenn Gould
speeds up the performance of a piece, he is not just displaying virtuosity, he
is transforming the musical points into lines, he is making the whole piece
proliferate. The number is no longer a universal concept measuring ele-
ments according to their emplacement in a given dimension, but has itself
become a multiplicity that varies according to the dimensions considered
(the primacy of the domain over a complex of numbers attached to that
domain). We do not have units (unités) of measure, only multiplicities or
varieties of measurement. The notion of unity (unite) appears only when
there is a power takeover in the multiplicity by the signifier or a corre-
sponding subjectification proceeding: This is the case for a pivot-unity
forming the basis for a set of biunivocal relationships between objective
elements or points, or for the One that divides following the law of a binary
logic of differentiation in the subject. Unity always operates in an empty
dimension supplementary to that of the system considered (overcoding).
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The point is that a rhizome or multiplicity never allows itself to be

overcoded, never has available a supplementary dimension over and

above its number of lines, that is, over and above the multiplicity of num-

bers attached to those lines. All multiplicities are flat, in the sense that they

fill or occupy all of their dimensions: we will therefore speak of a plane of
consistency of multiplicities, even though the dimensions of this “plane”

increase with the number of connectionsthat are made on it. Multiplicities

are defined by the outside: by the abstract line, the line of flight or

deterritorialization according to which they change in nature and connect

with other multiplicities. The plane of consistency (grid) is the outside of
all multiplicities. The line of flight marks: the reality of a finite number of
dimensions that the multiplicity effectively fills; the impossibility of a sup-

plementary dimension,unlessthe multiplicity is transformed by the line of
flight; the possibility and necessity of flattening all of the multiplicities on

a single plane of consistency or exteriority, regardless of their number of
dimensions. The ideal for a book would be tolay everything out on a plane

of exteriority of this kind, on a single page, the same sheet: lived events, his-

torical determinations, concepts, individuals, groups, social formations.

Kleist invented a writing of this type, abroken chain of affects and variable

speeds, with accelerations and transformations, always in a relation with

the outside. Open rings. His texts, therefore, are opposed in every way to

the classical or romantic book constituted by the interiority of a substance

or subject. The war machine-book against the State apparatus-book. Flat

multiplicities of n dimensions are asignifying and asubjective. They are

designated by indefinite articles, or rather by partitives (some couchgrass,

some of a rhizome . . .).

4. Principle of asignifying rupture: against the oversignifying breaks
separating structures or cutting across a single structure. A rhizome may be
broken, shattered at a given spot, but it will start up again on one of its old
lines, or on new lines. You can never get rid of ants because they form an
animal rhizome that can rebound time and again after most of it has been
destroyed. Every rhizome contains lines of segmentarity according to
which it is stratified, territorialized, organized, signified, attributed, etc.,
as well aslines of deterritorialization down whichit constantly flees. There
is a rupture in the rhizome whenever segmentary lines explode into a line
of flight, but the line of flight is part of the rhizome. These lines always tie
back to one another. That is why one can never posit a dualism or a dichot-
omy,even in therudimentary form of the good and the bad. You may make
a rupture, draw a line of flight, yet there is still a danger that you will
reencounter organizations that restratify everything, formations that
restore power to a signifier, attributions that reconstitute a subject—
anything you like, from Oedipal resurgences to fascist concretions. Groups
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and individuals contain microfascisms just waiting to crystallize. Yes,
couchgrass is also a rhizome. Good and bad are only the products of an
active and temporary selection, which must be renewed.

How could movements of deterritorialization and processes of reterri-
torialization not be relative, always connected, caught up in one another?
The orchid deterritorializes by forming an image, a tracing of a wasp; but
the wasp reterritorializes on that image. The wasp is nevertheless
deterritorialized, becoming apiecein the orchid’s reproductive apparatus.
But it reterritorializes the orchid by transporting its pollen. Wasp and
orchid, as heterogeneous elements, form a rhizome. It could be said that
the orchid imitates the wasp, reproducing its image in a signifying fashion
(mimesis, mimicry, lure, etc.). But this is true only on the level of the
strata—a parallelism between two stratasuch that a plant organization on
one imitates an animal organization on the other. At the same time, some-
thing else entirely is going on: not imitation at all but a capture of code, sur-
plus value of code, an increase in valence, a veritable becoming, a
becoming-wasp of the orchid and a becoming-orchid of the wasp. Each of
these becomings brings about the deterritorialization of one term and the
reterritorialization of the other; the two becomings interlink and form
relays in a circulation of intensities pushing the deterritorialization ever
further. There is neither imitation nor resemblance, only an exploding of
two heterogeneous series on the line of flight composed by a common rhi-
zome that can no longer be attributed to or subjugated by anything signify-
ing. Rémy Chauvin expresses it well: “the aparallel evolution of two beings
that have absolutely nothing to do with each other.”* More generally, evolu-
tionary schemas may be forced to abandon the old model of the tree and
descent. Under certain conditions, a virus can connect to germ cells and
transmit itself as the cellular gene of a complex species; moreover, it can
take flight, move into the cells of an entirely different species, but not with-
out bringing with it “genetic information” from the first host (for example,
Benveniste and Todaro’s currentresearch on atype C virus, with its double
connection to baboon DNA and the DNA of certain kinds of domestic
cats). Evolutionary schemas would no longer follow models of arborescent
descent going from the least to the most differentiated, but instead a rhi-
zome operating immediately in the heterogeneous and jumping from one
already differentiated line to another.’ Once again, there is aparallel evolu-
tion, of the baboon and the cat; it is obvious that they are not models or cop-
ies of each other (a becoming-baboon in the cat does not mean that the cat
“plays” baboon). We form a rhizome with our viruses, or rather our viruses
cause us to form a rhizome with other animals. As Francois Jacob says,
transfers of genetic material by viruses or through other procedures,
fusions of cells originating in different species, have results analogous to
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those of “the abominable couplings dear to antiquity and the Middle
Ages.”6 Transversal communications between different lines scramble the
genealogical trees. Always look for the molecular, or even submolecular,
particle with which we are allied. We evolve and die more from our
polymorphous and rhizomatic flus than from hereditary diseases, or
diseases that have their own line of descent. The rhizome is an anti-
genealogy.

The same applies to the book and the world: contrary to a deeply rooted
belief, the book is not an image of the world. It forms a rhizome with the
world, there is an aparallel evolution of the book and the world; the book
assures the deterritorialization of the world, but the world effects a reterri-
torialization of the book, which in turn deterritorializes itself in the world
(if it is capable, if it can). Mimicry is a very bad concept, since it relies on
binary logic to describe phenomena of an entirely different nature. The
crocodile does not reproduce a tree trunk, any more than the chameleon
reproduces the colors of its surroundings. The Pink Panther imitates noth-
ing, it reproduces nothing, it paints the world its color, pink on pink; this is
its becoming-world, carried out in such a way that it becomes impercepti-
ble itself, asignifying, makes its rupture, its own line of flight, follows its
“aparallel evolution” through to the end. The wisdom of the plants: even
when they have roots, there is always an outside where they form a rhizome
with something else—with the wind, an animal, human beings (and there
is also an aspect under which animals themselves form rhizomes, as do
people, etc.). “Drunkenness as a triumphant irruption of the plant in us.”
Always follow the rhizome by rupture; lengthen, prolong, andrelay the line
of flight; make it vary, until you have produced the most abstract and tortu-
ous of lines of n dimensions and broken directions. Conjugate
deterritorialized flows. Follow the plants: you start by delimiting a firstline
consisting of circles of convergence around successive singularities; then
you see whether inside that line new circles of convergence establish them-
selves, with new points located outside the limits and in other directions.
Write, form a rhizome, increase your territory by deterritorialization,
extend the line of flight to the point where it becomes an abstract machine
covering the entire plane of consistency. “Go first to your old plant and
watch carefully the watercourse made by the rain. By now the rain must
have carried the seeds far away. Watch the crevices made by the runoff, and
from them determine the direction of the flow. Then find the plant that is
growing at the farthest point from your plant. All the devil’s weed plants
that are growing in between are yours. Later. . . you can extend the size of
your territory by following the watercourse from each point along the
way.”” Music has always sent out lines of flight, like so many “transforma-
tional multiplicities,” even overturning the very codes that structure or
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arborify it; that is why musical form, right down to its ruptures and prolif-
erations, is comparable to a weed, a rhizome.8

5 and 6. Principle of cartography and decalcomania: a rhizome is not
amenable to any structural or generative model. It is a stranger to any idea
of genetic axis or deep structure. A genetic axis is like an objective pivotal
unity upon which successive stages are organized; a deep structure is more
like a base sequence that can be broken down into immediate constituents,
while the unity of the product passes into another, transformational and
subjective, dimension. This does not constitute adeparture from the repre-
sentative model of the tree, or root—pivotal taproot or fascicles (forexam-
ple, Chomsky’s “tree” is associated with abase sequence and represents the
process of its own generation in terms of binary logic). A variation on the
oldest form of thought. It is our view that genetic axis and profound struc-
ture are above all infinitely reproducible principles of tracing. All of tree
logicis alogic of tracing and reproduction. Inlinguistics as in psychoanaly-
sis, its object is an unconscious that is itself representative, crystallized
into codified complexes, laid out along a genetic axis and distributed
within a syntagmatic structure. Its goal is to describe a de facto state, to
maintain balancein intersubjective relations, or to explore an unconscious
that is already there from the start, lurking in the dark recesses of memory
and language. It consists of tracing, on the basis of an overcoding structure
or supporting axis, something that comes ready-made. The tree articulates
and hierarchizes tracings; tracings are like the leaves of a tree.

The rhizome is altogether different, a map and not a tracing. Make a
map, not a tracing. The orchid does not reproduce the tracing of the wasp;
it forms a map with the wasp, in a rhizome. What distinguishes the map
from the tracingis that it is entirely oriented toward an experimentationin
contact with the real. The map does not reproduce an unconscious closed
in upon itself; it constructs the unconscious. It fosters connections between
fields, the removal of blockages on bodies without organs, the maximum
opening of bodies without organs onto a plane of consistency. It is itself a
part of the rhizome. The map is open and connectable in all of its dimen-
sions; it is detachable, reversible, susceptible to constant modification. It
can be torn, reversed, adapted to any kind of mounting, reworked by an
individual, group, or social formation. It can be drawn on a wall, conceived
of as a work of art, constructed as a political action or as a meditation. Per-
haps one of the most important characteristics of the rhizome is that it
always has multiple entryways; in this sense, the burrow is an animal rhi-
zome, and sometimes maintains a clear distinction between the line of
flight as passageway and storage or living strata (cf. the muskrat). A map
has multiple entryways, as opposed to the tracing, which always comes
back “to the same.” The map has to do with performance, whereas the trac-
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ing always involves an alleged “competence.” Unlike psychoanalysis, psy-
choanalytic competence (which confines every desire and statement to a
genetic axis or overcoding structure, and makes infinite, monotonous trac-
ings of the stages on that axis or the constituents of that structure),
schizoanalysis rejects any idea of pretraced destiny, whatever name is
given to it—divine, anagogic, historical, economic, structural, hereditary,
or syntagmatic. (It is obvious that Melanie Klein has no understanding of
the cartography of one of her child patients, Little Richard, and is content
to make ready-made tracings—OQOedipus, the good daddy and the bad
daddy, the bad mommy and the good mommy—while the child makes a
desperate attempt to carry out a performance that the psychoanalyst
totally misconstrues.)® Drives and part-objects are neither stages on a
genetic axis nor positions in a deep structure; they are political options for
problems, they are entryways and exits, impasses the child lives out politi-
cally, in other words, with all the force of his or her desire.

Have we not, however, reverted to a simple dualism by contrasting maps
to tracings, as good and bad sides? Is it not of the essence of the map to be
traceable? Is it not of the essence of the rhizome to intersect roots and
sometimes merge with them? Does not a map contain phenomena of
redundancy that are already like tracings of its own? Does not a multipli-
city have strata upon which unifications and totalizations, massifications,
mimetic mechanisms, signifying power takeovers, and subjective attribu-
tions take root? Do not even lines of flight, due to their eventual diver-
gence, reproduce the very formations their function it was to dismantle or
outflank? But the opposite is also true. It is a question of method: the trac-
ing should always be put back on the map. This operation and the previous
one are not at all symmetrical. For it is inaccurate to say that a tracing
reproduces the map. It is instead like a photograph or X ray that begins by
selecting or isolating, by artificial means such as colorations or other
restrictive procedures, what it intends to reproduce. The imitator always
creates the model, and attracts it. The tracing has already translated the
map into an image; it has already transformed the rhizome into roots and
radicles. It has organized, stabilized, neutralized the multiplicities accord-
ing to the axes of signifiance and subjectification belonging to it. It has gen-
erated, structuralized the rhizome, and when it thinks it is reproducing
something else it is in fact only reproducing itself. That is why the tracing is
so dangerous. It injects redundancies and propagates them. What the trac-
ing reproduces of the map or rhizome are only the impasses, blockages,
incipient taproots, or points of structuration. Take alook at psychoanalysis
and linguistics: all the former has ever made are tracings or photos of the
unconscious, and the latter of language, with all the betrayals that implies
(it’s not surprising that psychoanalysis tied its fate to that of linguistics).
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Look at what happened to Little Hans already, an example of child psycho-
analysis at its purest: they kept on BREAKING HIS RHIZOME and BLOTCHING
HIS MAP, setting it straight for him, blocking his every way out, until he
began to desire his ownshame and guilt, until they had rooted shame and
guilt in him, PHOBIA (they barred him from the rhizome of the building,
then from the rhizome of the street, they rooted him in his parents’ bed,
they radicled him to his own body, they fixated him on Professor Freud).
Freud explicitly takes Little Hans’s cartography into account, but always
and only in order to project it back onto the family photo. And look what
Melanie Klein did to Little Richard’s geopolitical maps: she developed
photos from them, made tracings of them. Strike the pose or follow the
axis, genetic stage or structural destiny—one way or the other, your rhi-
zome will be broken. You will be allowed to live and speak, but only after
every outlet has been obstructed. Once a rhizome has been obstructed,
arborified, it’s all over, no desire stirs; for it is always by rhizome that desire
moves and produces. Whenever desire climbs a tree, internal repercus-
sions trip it up and it falls to its death; the rhizome, on the other hand, acts
on desire by external, productive outgrowths.

That is why it is so important to try the other, reverse but nonsym-
metrical, operation. Plug the tracings back into the map, connect the roots
or trees back up with a rhizome. In the case of Little Hans, studying the
unconscious would be to show how he tries to build a rhizome, with the
family house but also with the line of flight of the building, the street, etc.;
how these lines are blocked, howthechild is madetotake rootinthefamily,
be photographed under the father, be traced onto the mother’s bed; then
how Professor Freud’s intervention assures a power takeover by the
signifier, a subjectification of affects; how the only escape route left to the
child is a becoming-animal perceived as shameful and guilty (the
becoming-horse of Little Hans, a truly political option). But these impasses
must always be resituated on the map, thereby opening them up to possible
lines of flight. The same applies to the group map: show at what pointinthe
rhizome there form phenomena of massification, bureaucracy, leadership,
fascization, etc., which lines nevertheless survive, if only underground,
continuing to make rhizome in the shadows. Deligny’s method: map the
gestures and movements of an autistic child, combine several maps for the
same child, for several different children.!® If it is true that it is of the
essence of the map or rhizome to have multiple entryways, then it is plausi-
ble that one could evenenterthemthroughtracings or the root-tree, assum-
ing the necessary precautions are taken (once again, one must avoid any
Manichaean dualism). For example, one will often be forced to take
dead ends, to work with signifying powers and subjective affections, to find
a foothold in formations that are Oedipal or paranoid or even worse,
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rigidified territorialities that open the way for other transformational
operations. It is even possible for psychoanalysis to serve as a foothold, in
spite of itself. In other cases, on the contrary, one will bolster oneself
directly on a line of flight enabling one to blow apart strata, cut roots, and
make new connections. Thus, there are very diverse map-tracing, rhizome-
root assemblages, with variable coefficients of deterritorialization. There
exist tree or root structures in rhizomes; conversely, a tree branch or root
division may begin to burgeon into a rhizome. The coordinates are deter-
mined not by theoretical analyses implying universals but by a pragmatics
composing multiplicities or aggregates of intensities. A new rhizome may
form in the heart of a tree, the hollow of a root, the crook of a branch. Or
else it is a microscopic element of the root-tree, a radicle, thatgetsrhizome
production going. Accounting and bureaucracy proceed by tracings: they
can begin to burgeon nonetheless, throwing out rhizome stems, as in a
Kafka novel. An intensive trait starts working for itself, a hallucinatory
perception, synesthesia, perverse mutation, or play of images shakes loose,
challenging the hegemony of the signifier. In the case of the child, gestural,
mimetic, ludic, and other semiotic systems regain their freedom and extri-
catethemselves from the “tracing,” that is, from the dominant competence
of the teacher’s language—a microscopic event upsets the local balance of
power. Similarly, generative trees constructed according to Chomsky’s
syntagmatic model can open up in all directions, and in turn form a rhi-
zome.!! To be rhizomorphous is to produce stems and filaments that seem
to be roots, or better yet connect with them by penetrating the trunk, but
put them to strange new uses. We're tired of trees. We should stop believing
in trees, roots, and radicles. They’ve made us suffer too much. All of
arborescent culture is founded on them, from biology to linguistics. Noth-
ing is beautiful or loving or political aside from underground stems and
aerial roots, adventitious growths and rhizomes. Amsterdam, a city
entirely without roots, a rhizome-city with its stem-canals, where utility
connects with the greatest folly in relation to a commercial war machine.

Thought is not arborescent, and the brain is not a rooted or ramified
matter. What are wrongly called “dendrites” do not assure the connection
of neurons in a continuous fabric. The discontinuity between cells, the role
of the axons, the functioning of the synapses, the existence of synaptic
microfissures, the leap each message makes across these fissures, make the
brain a multiplicity immersed in its plane of consistency or neuroglia, a
whole uncertain, probabilistic system (“the uncertain nervous system”).
Many people have a tree growing in their heads, butthe brain itself is much
more a grass than a tree. “The axon and the dendrite twist around each
other like bindweed around brambles, with synapses at each of the
thorns.”!2 The same goes for memory. Neurologists and psychophysiolo-
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gists distinguish between long-term memory and short-term memory (on
the order of a minute). The differencebetweenthem is not simply quantita-
tive: short-term memory is of the rhizome or diagram type, and long-term
memory is arborescent and centralized (imprint, engram, tracing, or pho-
tograph). Short-term memory is in no way subject to a law of contiguity or
immediacy to its object; it can act at a distance, come orreturnalong time
after, but always under conditions of discontinuity, rupture, and multipli-
city. Furthermore, the difference between the two kinds of memory is not
that of two temporal modes of apprehending the same thing; they do not
grasp the same thing, memory, or idea. The splendor of the short-term
Idea: one writes using short-term memory, and thus short-termideas, even
if one reads or rereads using long-term memory of long-term concepts.
Short-term memory includes forgetting as a process; it merges not with the
instant but instead with the nervous, temporal, and collective rhizome.
Long-term memory (family, race, society, or civilization) traces and trans-
lates, but what it translates continues to act in it, from a distance, off beat,
in an “untimely” way, not instantaneously.

The tree and root inspire a sad image of thought that is forever imitating
the multiple on the basis of a centered or segmented higher unity. If we con-
sider the set, branches-roots, the trunk plays the role of opposed segment
for one of the subsets running from bottom to top: this kind of segment is a
“link dipole,” in contrast to the “unit dipoles” formed by spokes radiating
from a single center.!? Even if the links themselves proliferate, as in the
radicle system, one can never get beyond the One-Two, and fake multiplici-
ties. Regenerations, reproductions, returns, hydras, and medusas do not
getus any further. Arborescent systems are hierarchical systems with cen-
ters of signifiance and subjectification, central automata like organized
memories. In the corresponding models, an element only receives infor-
mation from a higher unit, and only receives a subjective affection along
preestablished paths. This is evident in current problems in information
science and computer science, which still cling to the oldest modes of
thought in that they grant all power to a memory or central organ. Pierre
Rosenstiehl and Jean Petitot, in a fine article denouncing “the imagery of
command trees” (centered systems or hierarchical structures), note that
“accepting the primacy of hierarchical structures amounts to giving
arborescent structures privileged status. . . . The arborescent form admits
of topological explanation. . . . In a hierarchical system, an individual has
only one active neighbor, his or her hierarchical superior. . . . The channels
of transmission are preestablished: the arborescent system preexists the
individual, who is integrated into it at an allotted place” (signifiance and
subjectification). The authors point out that even when one thinks one has
reached a multiplicity, it may be a false one—of what we call the radicle
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type—because its ostensibly nonhierarchical presentation or statement in
fact only admits of a totally hierarchical solution. An example is the
famous friendship theorem: “If any two given individuals in a society have
precisely one mutual friend, then there exists an individual who is the
friend of all the others.” (Rosenstiehl and Petitot ask who that mutual
friend is. Who is “the universal friend in this society of couples: the master,
the confessor, the doctor? These ideas are curiously far removed from the
initial axioms.” Who is this friend of humankind? Is it the philo-sopher as
he appears in classical thought, even if he is an aborted unity that makes
itself felt only through its absence or subjectivity, saying all the while, I
know nothing, I am nothing?) Thus the authors speak of dictatorship theo-
rems. Such is indeed the principle of roots-trees, or their outcome: the
radicle solution, the structure of Power.!4

To these centered systems, the authors contrast acentered systems,
finite networks ofautomatain which communication runs from any neigh-
bor to any other, the stems or channels do not preexist, and all individuals
are interchangeable, defined only by their state at a given moment—such
that the local operations are coordinated and the final, global result syn-
chronized without a central agency. Transduction of intensive states
replaces topology, and “the graph regulating the circulation of information
is in a way the opposite of the hierarchical graph. . . . There is no reason for
the graph to be a tree” (we have been calling this kind of graph a map). The
problem of the war machine, or the firing squad: is a general necessary for n
individuals to manage to fire in unison? The solution without a General is
to be found in an acentered multiplicity possessing a finite number of
states with signals to indicate corresponding speeds, from awarrhizome or
guerrillalogic point of view, without any tracing, without any copying of a
central order. The authors even demonstrate that this kind of machinic
multiplicity, assemblage, or society rejects any centralizing or unifying
automaton as an “asocial intrusion.”!5 Under these conditions, # is in fact
always n - 1. Rosenstiehl and Petitot emphasize that the opposition,
centered-acentered, is valid less as a designation for things than as a mode
of calculation applied to things. Trees may correspond to the rhizome, or
theymay burgeon into a rhizome. It is true that the same thing is generally
susceptible to both modes of calculation or both types of regulation, but
not without undergoing a change in state. Take psychoanalysis as an exam-
ple again: it subjects the unconscious to arborescent structures, hierarchi-
cal graphs, recapitulatory memories, central organs, the phallus, the
phallus-tree—not only in its theory but also in its practice of calculation
and treatment. Psychoanalysis cannot change its method in this regard: it
bases its own dictatorial power upon a dictatorial conception of the uncon-
scious. Psychoanalysis’s margin of maneuverability is therefore very
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limited. In both psychoanalysis and its object, there is always a general,
always a leader (General Freud). Schizoanalysis, on the other hand, treats
the unconscious as an acentered system, in other words, as a machinic net-
work of finite automata (a rhizome), and thus arrives at an entirely differ-
ent state of the unconscious. These same remarks apply to linguistics;
Rosenstiehl and Petitot are right to bring up the possibility of an
“acentered organization of a society of words.” For both statements and
desires, the issue is never to reduce the unconscious or to interpret it or to
make it signify according to a tree model. The issue is to produce the uncon-
scious, and with it new statements, different desires: the rhizome is pre-
cisely this production of the unconscious.

It is odd how the tree has dominated Western reality and all of Western
thought, from botany to biology and anatomy, but also gnosiology, theol-
ogy, ontology, all of philosophy ... : the root-foundation, Grund, racine,
fondement. The West has a special relation to the forest, and deforestation;
the fields carved from the forest are populated with seed plants produced
by cultivation based on species lineages of the arborescent type; animal
raising, carried out on fallow fields, selects lineages forming an entire ani-
mal arborescence. The East presents a different figure: a relation to the
steppe and the garden (or in some cases, the desert and the oasis), rather
than forest and field; cultivation of tubers by fragmentation of the individ-
ual; a casting aside or bracketing of animal raising, which is confined to
closed spaces or pushed out onto the steppes of the nomads. The West: agri-
culture based on a chosen lineage containing a large number of variable
individuals. The East: horticulture based on a small number of individuals
derived from a wide range of “clones.” Does not the East, Oceania in par-
ticular, offer something like a rhizomatic model opposed in every respect
to the Western model of the tree? André Haudricourt even sees this as the
basis for the opposition between the moralities or philosophies of tran-
scendence dear to the West and the immanent ones of the East: the God
who sows and reaps, as opposed to the God who replants and unearths
(replanting of offshoots versus sowing of seeds).!6 Transcendence: a specif-
ically European disease. Neither is music the same, the music of the earth is
different, as is sexuality: seed plants, even those with two sexes in the same
plant, subjugate sexuality to the reproductive model; the rhizome, on the
other hand, is a liberation of sexuality not only from reproduction but also
from genitality. Here in the West, the tree has implanted itself in our bod-
ies, rigidifying and stratifying even the sexes. We have lost the rhizome, or
the grass. Henry Miller: “China is the weed in the human cabbage patch.
... The weed is the Nemesis of human endeavor. . . . Of all the imaginary
existences we attribute to plant, beast and star the weed leads the most sat-
isfactorylife of all. True, the weed produces nolilies, no battleships, no Ser-
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mons onthe Mount. . . . Eventually the weed gets the upper hand. Eventu-
ally things fall back into a state of China. This condition is usually referred
to by historians as the Dark Age. Grass is the only way out. . . . The weed
exists only to fill the waste spaces left by cultivated areas. It grows between,
among other things. The lily is beautiful, the cabbage is provender, the
poppy is maddening—but the weed is rank growth ...: it points a
moral.”'” Which China is Miller talking about? The old China, the new, an
imaginary one, or yet another located on a shifting map?

America is a special case. Of course it is not immune from domination
by trees or the search for roots. This is evident even in the literature, in the
quest for a national identity and even for a European ancestry or genealogy
(Kerouac going off in search of his ancestors). Nevertheless, everything
important that has happened or is happening takes the route of the Ameri-
can rhizome: the beatniks, the underground, bands and gangs, successive
lateral offshoots in immediate connection with an outside. American
books are different from European books, even when the American sets of f
in pursuit of trees. The conception of the book is different. Leaves of Grass.
And directions in America are different: the search for arborescence and
the return to the Old World occur in the East. But there is the rhizomatic
West, with its Indians without ancestry, its ever-receding limit, its shifting
and displaced frontiers. There is a whole American “map” in the West,
where even the trees form rhizomes. Americareversed the directions: it put
its Orient in the West, as if it were precisely in America that the earth came
full circle; its West is the edge of the East.!® (India is not the intermediary
between the Occident and the Orient, as Haudricourt believed: America is
the pivot point and mechanism of reversal.) The American singer Patti
Smith sings the bible of the American dentist: Don’t go for the root, follow
the canal. ..

Are there not also two kinds of bureaucracy, or even three (or still more)?
Western bureaucracy: its agrarian, cadastral origins; roots and fields; trees
and their role as frontiers; the great census of William the Conqueror; feu-
dalism; the policies of the kings of France; making property the basis of the
State; negotiating land through warfare, litigation, and marriages. The
kings of France chose the lily because it is a plant with deep roots that clings
to slopes. Is bureaucracy the same in the Orient? Of course it is all too easy
to depict an Orient of rhizomes and immanence; yet it is true that in the
Orient the State does not act following a schema of arborescence corre-
sponding to preestablished, arborified, and rooted classes; its bureaucracy
is one of channels, for example, the much-discussed case of hydraulic
power with “weak property,” in which the State engenders channeled and
channelizing classes (cf. the aspects of Wittfogel’s work that have not been
refuted).'® The despot acts as a river, not as a fountainhead, which is still a
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point, a tree-point or root; he flows with the current rather than sitting
under a tree; Buddha’s tree itself becomes a rhizome; Mao’s river and
Louis’s tree. Has not Americaacted as an intermediary here as well? For it
proceeds both by internal exterminations and liquidations (not only the
Indians but also the farmers, etc.), and by successive waves of immigration
from the outside. The flow of capital produces an immense channel, a
quantification of power with immediate “quanta,” where each person
profits from the passage of the money flow in his or her own way (hence the
reality-myth of the poor man who strikes it rich and then falls into poverty
again): in America everything comes together, tree and channel, root and
rhizome. There is no universal capitalism, there is no capitalism in itself;
capitalism is at the crossroads of all kinds of formations, it is neocapitalism
by nature. It invents its eastern face and western face, and reshapes them
both—all for the worst.

At the same time, we are on the wrong track with all these geographical
distributions. An impasse. So much the better. If it is a question of showing
that rhizomes also have their own, even more rigid, despotism and hierar-
chy, then fine and good: for there is no dualism, no ontological dualism
between here and there, no axiological dualism between good and bad, no
blend or American synthesis. There are knots of arborescence in rhizomes,
and rhizomatic of fshoots inroots. Moreover, there are despotic formations
of immanence and channelization specific to rhizomes, just as there are
anarchic deformations in the transcendent system of trees, aerial roots,
and subterranean stems. The important point is that the root-tree and
canal-rhizome are not two opposed models: the first operates as a tran-
scendent model and tracing, even if it engenders its own escapes; the sec-
ond operates as an immanent process that overturns the model and
outlines a map, even if it constitutes its own hierarchies, even if it givesrise
to a despotic channel. It is not a question of this or that place on earth, or of
agivenmomentin history, stillless of thisorthat category of thought. Itisa
question of a model that is perpetually in construction or collapsing, and of
a process that is perpetually prolonging itself, breaking of f and starting up
again. No, this is not a new or different dualism. The problem of writing: in
order to designate something exactly, anexact expressions are utterly
unavoidable. Not at all because it is a necessary step, or because one can
only advance by approximations: anexactitude is in no way an approxima-
tion; on the contrary, it is the exact passage of that which is under way. We
invoke one dualism only in order to challenge another. We employ a dual-
ism of models only in order to arrive at a process that challenges all models.
Each time, mental correctives are necessary to undo the dualisms we had
no wish to construct but through which we pass. Arrive at the magic
formula we all seek—PLURALISM = MONISM—via all the dualisms that are
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the enemy, an entirely necessary enemy, the furniture we are forever
rearranging.

Let us summarize the principal characteristics of arhizome: unlike trees
or their roots, the rhizome connects any point to any other point, and its
traits are not necessarily linked to traits of the same nature; it brings into
play very different regimes of signs, and even nonsign states. The rhizome
is reducible neither to the One nor the multiple. It is not the One that
becomes Two or even directly three, four, five, etc. It is not a multiple
derived from the One, or to which One isadded (z + 1). It is composed not
of units but of dimensions, or rather directions in motion. It has neither
beginning nor end, but always a middle (milieu) from which it grows and
which it overspills. It constitutes linear multiplicities with #» dimensions
having neither subject nor object, which can be laid out on a plane of con-
sistency, and from which the One is always subtracted (#» — 1). When a mul-
tiplicity of this kind changes dimension, it necessarily changesin natureas
well, undergoesa metamorphosis. Unlike a structure, which isdefined by a
set of points and positions, with binary relations between the points and
biunivocal relationships between the positions, the rhizome is made only
of lines: lines of segmentarity and stratification as its dimensions, and the
line of flight or deterritorialization as the maximum dimension after
which the multiplicity undergoes metamorphosis, changes in nature.
These lines, or lineaments, should not be confused with lineages of the
arborescent type, which are merelylocalizable linkages between points and
positions. Unlike the tree, the rhizome is not the object of reproduction:
neither external reproduction as image-tree nor internal reproduction as
tree-structure. The rhizome is an antigenealogy. It is a short-term memory,
or antimemory. The rhizome operates by variation, expansion, conquest,
capture, offshoots. Unlike the graphic arts, drawing, or photography,
unlike tracings, the rhizome pertains to a map that must be produced, con-
structed, a map that is always detachable, connectable, reversible,
modifiable, and has multiple entryways and exits and its own lines of
flight. It is tracings that must be put on the map, not the opposite. In con-
trast to centered (even polycentric) systems with hierarchical modes of
communication and preestablished paths, the rhizome is an acentered,
nonhierarchical, nonsignifying system without a General and without an
organizing memory or central automaton, defined solely by a circulation
of states. What is at question in the rhizome is a relation to sexuality—but
also to the animal, the vegetal, the world, politics, the book, things natural
and artificial—that is totally different from the arborescent relation: all
manner of “becomings.”

A plateau is always in the middle, not at the beginning or the end. A rhi-
zome is made of plateaus. Gregory Bateson uses the word “plateau” to
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designate something very special: a continuous, self-vibrating region of
intensities whose development avoids any orientation toward a culmina-
tion point or external end. Bateson cites Balinese culture as an example:
mother-child sexual games, and even quarrels among men, undergo this
bizarre intensive stabilization. “Some sort of continuing plateau of inten-
sity is substituted for [sexual] climax,” war, or a culmination point. It is a
regrettable characteristic of the Western mind to relate expressions and
actions to exterior or transcendent ends, instead of evaluating them on a
plane of consistency on the basis of their intrinsic value.?° For example, a
book composed of chapters has culmination and termination points. What
takes place in a book composed instead of plateaus that communicate with
one another across microfissures, as in a brain? We call a “plateau” any
multiplicity connected to other multiplicities by superficial underground
stems in such a way as to form or extend a rhizome. We are writing this
book as a rhizome. It is composed of plateaus. We have given it a circular
form, but only for laughs. Each morning we would wake up, and each of us
would ask himself what plateau he was going to tackle, writing five lines
here, ten there. We had hallucinatory experiences, we watched lines leave
one plateau and proceed to another like columns of tiny ants. We made cir-
cles of convergence. Each plateau can be read starting anywhere and can be
related to any other plateau. To attain the multiple, one must have a
method that effectively constructs it; no typographical cleverness, no lexi-
cal agility, no blending or creation of words, no syntactical boldness, can
substitute for it. In fact, these are more often than not merely mimetic pro-
cedures used to disseminate or disperse a unity that is retained in a differ-
ent dimension for an image-book. Technonarcissism. Typographical,
lexical, or syntactic creations are necessary only when they no longer
belong to the form of expression of a hidden unity, becoming themselves
dimensions of the multiplicity under consideration; we only know of rare
successes in this.2! We ourselves were unable to do it. We just used words
that in turn function for us as plateaus. RHIZOMATICS = SCHIZOANALYSIS =
STRATOANALYSIS = PRAGMATICS = MICROPOLITICS. These words are con-
cepts, but concepts are lines, which is to say, number systems attached toa
particular dimension of the multiplicities (strata, molecular chains, lines
of flight or rupture, circles of convergence, etc.). Nowhere do we claim for
our concepts the title of a science. We are no more familiar with scientif-
icity than we are with ideology; all we know are assemblages. And the only
assemblages are machinic assemblages of desire and collective assem-
blages of enunciation. No signifiance, no subjectification: writing to the
nth power (all individuated enunciation remains trapped within the domi-
nant significations, all signifying desire is associated with dominated sub-
jects). An assemblage, in its multiplicity, necessarily acts on semiotic flows,



INTRODUCTION: RHIZOME 0O 23

material flows, and social flows simultaneously (independently of any
recapitulation that may be made of it in a scientific or theoretical corpus).
There is no longer a tripartite division between a field of reality (the world)
and a field of representation (the book) and a field of subjectivity (the
author). Rather, an assemblage establishes connections between certain
multiplicities drawn from each of these orders, so that a book has no sequel
nor the world as its object nor one or severalauthors as its subject. In short,
we think that one cannot write sufficiently in the name of an outside. The
outside has no image, no signification, no subjectivity. The book as assem-
blage with the outside, against the book as image of the world. A rhizome-
book, not a dichotomous, pivotal, or fascicular book. Never send down
roots, or plant them, however difficult it may be to avoid reverting to the
old procedures. “Those things which occur to me, occur to me not from the
root up but rather only from somewhere about their middle. Let someone
then attempt to seize them, let someone attempt to seize a blade of grass
and hold fast to it when it begins to grow only from the middle.”?2 Why is
this so difficult? The question is directly one of perceptual semiotics. It’s
noteasyto see thingsinthemiddle,rather thanlooking down on them from
above or up at them from below, or from left to right or right to left: try it,
you’ll see thateverythingchanges. It’s not easy to see thegrassin things and
in words (similarly, Nietzsche said that an aphorism had to be “rumi-
nated”; never is a plateau separable from the cowsthat populate it, which
are also the clouds in the sky).

History is always written from the sedentary point of view and in the
name of a unitary State apparatus, at least a possible one, even when the
topicisnomads. What is lacking is a Nomadology, the opposite of a history.
There are rare successes in this also, for example, on the subject of the
Children’s Crusades: Marcel Schwob’s book multiplies narratives like so
many plateaus with variable numbers of dimensions. Then there is
Andrzejewski’s book, Les portes du paradis (The gates of paradise), com-
posed of a single uninterrupted sentence; a flow of children; a flow of walk-
ing with pauses, straggling, and forward rushes; the semiotic flow of the
confessions of all the children who go up to the old monk at the head of the
procession to make their declarations; a flow of desire and sexuality, each
child havingleft out of love and more or less directly led by the dark posthu-
mous pederastic desire of the count of Vendome; all this with circles of con-
vergence. What is important is not whether the flows are “One or
multiple”—we’re past that point: there is a collective assemblage of enun-
ciation, a machinic assemblage of desire, one inside the other and both
plugged into an immense outside that is a multiplicity in any case. A more
recent example is Armand Farrachi’s book on the Fourth Crusade, La dis-
location, in which the sentences space themselves out and disperse, or else
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jostle together and coexist, and in which the letters, the typography begin
to dance as the crusade grows more delirious.2?> These are models of
nomadic and rhizomatic writing. Writing weds a war machine and lines of
flight, abandoning the strata, segmentarities, sedentarity, the State
apparatus. But why is a model still necessary? Aren’t these books still
“images” of the Crusades? Don’t they stillretaina unity, in Schwob’s case a
pivotal unity, in Farrachi’s an aborted unity, and in the most beautiful
example, Les portes du paradis, the unity of the funereal count? Is there a
need for a more profound nomadism than that of the Crusades, a
nomadism of true nomads, or of those who no longer even move or imitate
anything? The nomadism of those who only assemble (agencent). How can
the book find an adequate outside with which to assemble in heterogeneity,
rather than a world to reproduce? The cultural book is necessarily atracing:
already a tracing of itself, a tracing of the previous book by the same author,
a tracing of other books however different they may be, an endless tracing
of established concepts and words, a tracing of the world present, past, and
future. Even the anticultural book may still be burdened by too heavy a cul-
tural load: but it will use it actively, for forgetting instead of remembering,
for underdevelopment instead of progress toward development, in
nomadism rather than sedentarity, to make a map instead of a tracing.
RHIZOMATICS = POP ANALYSIS, even if the people have other things to do
besides read it, even if the blocks of academic culture or pseudoscien-
tificity in it are still too painful or ponderous. For science would go com-
pletely mad if left to its own devices. Look at mathematics: it’s not a
science, it’s a monster slang, it’s nomadic. Even in the realm of theory,
especially in the realm of theory, any precarious and pragmatic framework
is better than tracing concepts, with their breaks and progress changing
nothing. Imperceptible rupture, not signifying break. The nomads
invented a war machine in opposition to the State apparatus. History has
never comprehended nomadism, the book has never comprehended the
outside. The State as the model for the book and for thought has alonghis-
tory: logos, the philosopher-king, the transcendence of the Idea, the
interiority of the concept, the republic of minds, the court of reason, the
functionaries of thought, man as legislator and subject. The State’s preten-
sion to be a world order, and to root man. The war machine’s relation toan
outside is not another “model”; it is an assemblage that makes thought
itself nomadic, and the book a working part in every mobile machine, a
stem for a rhizome (Kleist and Kafka against Goethe).

Write to the nth power, the n — 1 power, write with slogans: Make rhi-
zomes, not roots, never plant! Don’t sow, grow offshoots! Don’t be one or
multiple, be multiplicities! Run lines, never plot a point! Speed turns the
point into a line!?4 Be quick, even when standing still! Line of chance, line
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of hips, line of flight. Don’t bring out the General in you! Don’t have just
ideas, just have an idea (Godard). Have short-term ideas. Make maps, not
photos or drawings. Be the Pink Panther and your loves will be like the
wasp and the orchid, the cat and the baboon. As they say about old man
river:

He don’t plant ’tatos

Don’t plant cotton

Them that plants them is soon forgotten
But old man river he just keeps rollin’ along

A rhizome has no beginning or end; it is always in the middle, between
things, interbeing, intermezzo. The tree is filiation, but the rhizome is alli-
ance, uniquely alliance. The tree imposes the verb “to be,” but the fabric of
therhizomeis the conjunction, “and...and...and...” Thisconjunction
carries enough force to shake and uproot the verb “to be.” Where are you
going? Where are you coming from? What are you heading for? These are
totally useless questions. Making a clean slate, starting or beginning again
from ground zero, seeking a beginning or a foundation—all imply a false
conception of voyage and movement(aconceptionthatis methodical, ped-
agogical, initiatory, symbolic...). But Kleist, Lenz, and Biichner have
anotherway of traveling and moving: proceeding from the middle, through
the middle, coming and going rather than starting and finishing.2’ Ameri-
can literature, and already English literature, manifest this rhizomatic
directionto an evengreaterextent; they know how to move between things,
establish alogic of the AND, overthrow ontology, do away with foundations,
nullify endings and beginnings. They know how to practice pragmatics.
The middle is by no means an average; on the contrary, it is where things
pick up speed. Between things does not designate a localizable relation
going from one thing to the other and back again, but a perpendicular
direction, a transversal movement that sweeps one and the other away, a
stream without beginning or end that undermines its banks and picks up
speed in the middle.
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Field of Tracks, or Wolf Line

That day, the Wolf-Man rose from the couch particularly tired. He knew
that Freud had a genius for brushing up against the truth and passing it by,
then filling the void with associations. He knew that Freud knew nothing
about wolves, or anuses for that matter. The only thing Freud understood
was what a dog is, and a dog’s tail. It wasn’t enough. It wouldn’t be enough.
The Wolf-Man knew that Freud would soon declare him cured, but that it
was not at all the case and his treatment would continue for all eternity
under Brunswick, Lacan, Leclaire. Finally, he knew that he was in the pro-
cess of acquiring a veritable proper name, the Wolf-Man, a name more
properly his than his own, since it attained the highest degree of singularity

26
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in the instantaneous apprehension of a generic multiplicity: wolves. He
knew that this new and true proper name would be disfigured and mis-
spelled, retranscribed as a patronymic.

Freud, for his part, would go on to write some extraordinary pages.
Entirely practical pages: his article of 1915 on “The Unconscious,” which
deals with the difference between neurosis and psychosis. Freud says that
hysterics or obsessives are people capable of making a global comparison
between a sock and a vagina, a scar and castration, etc. Doubtless, it is at
one and the same time that they apprehend the object globally and perceive
it as lost. Yet it would never occur to a neurotic to grasp the skin erotically
as a multiplicity of pores, little spots, little scars or black holes, or to grasp
the sock erotically as a multiplicity of stitches. The psychotic can: “we
should expect the multiplicity of these little cavities to prevent him from
using them as substitutes for the female genital.”! Comparing a sock to a
vagina is OK, it’s done all the time, but you’d have to be insane to compare
a pure aggregate of stitches to a field of vaginas: that’s what Freud says.
This represents an important clinical discovery: a whole difference in style
between neurosis and psychosis. For example, Salvador Dali, in attempt-
ing to reproduce his delusions, may go on at length about THE rhinoceros
horn; he has not for all of that left neurotic discourse behind. But when he
starts comparing goosebumps to afield of tiny rhinoceros horns, we get the
feeling that the atmosphere has changed and that we are now in the pres-
ence of madness. Is it still a question of a comparison at all? It is, rather, a
pure multiplicity that changes elements, or becomes. On the micrological
level, the little bumps “become” horns, and the horns, little penises.

No sooner does Freud discover the greatest art of the unconscious, this
art of molecular multiplicities, than we find him tirelessly at work bringing
back molar unities, reverting to his familiar themes of the father, the penis,
the vagina, Castration with a capital C. .. (On the verge of discovering a
rhizome, Freud always returns to mere roots.) The reductive procedure of
the 1915 article is quite interesting: he says that the comparisons and iden-
tifications of the neurotic are guided by representations of things, whereas
all the psychotic has left are representations of words (for example, the
word “hole”). “What has dictated the substitution is not the resemblance
between the things denoted but the sameness of the words used to express
them” (p. 201). Thus, when there is no unity in the thing, there is at least
unity and identity in the word. It will be noted that names are taken in their
extensive usage, in other words, function as common nouns ensuring the
unification of an aggregate they subsume. The proper name can be nothing
more than an extreme case of the common noun, containing its already
domesticated multiplicity within itself and linking it to a being or object
posited as unique. This jeopardizes, on the side of words and things both,
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the relation of the proper name as an intensity to the multiplicity it instan-
taneously apprehends. For Freud, when the thing splinters and loses its
identity, the word is still there torestore that identity or invent a new one.
Freudcounted on the word to reestablish a unity nolongerfound in things.
Are we not witnessing the first stirrings of a subsequent adventure, that of
the Signifier, the devious despotic agency that substitutes itself for
asignifying proper names and replaces multiplicities with the dismal unity
of an object declared lost?

We’re not far from wolves. For the Wolf-Man, in his second so-called
psychotic episode, kept constant watch over the variations or changing
path of the little holes or scars on the skin of his nose. During the first epi-
sode, which Freud declares neurotic, he recounted a dream he had about
six or seven wolvesin a tree, and drew five. Who is ignorant of the fact that
wolves travel in packs? Only Freud. Every child knows it. Not Freud. With
false scruples he asks, How are we to explain the fact that there arefive, six,
or seven wolves in this dream? He has decided that this is neurosis, so he
uses the other reductive procedure: free association on the level of the rep-
resentation of things, rather than verbal subsumption on the level of the
representation of words. Theresultis the same, since it is always a question
of bringing back the unity or identity of the person or allegedly lost object.
The wolves will have to be purged of their multiplicity. This operation is
accomplished by associating the dream with the tale, “The Wolf and the
Seven Kid-Goats” (only six of which get eaten). We witness Freud’s reduc-
tive glee; we literally see multiplicity leave the wolves to take the shape of
goats that have absolutely nothing to do with the story. Seven wolves that
are only kid-goats. Six wolves: the seventh goat (the Wolf-Man himself) is
hidingin the clock. Five wolves: he mayhave seen his parents make love at
five o’clock,and theromannumeral V is associated with the erotic spread-
ing ofa woman’s legs. Three wolves: the parents may have made love three
times. Two wolves: the first coupling the child may have seen was the two
parents more ferarum, or perhaps even two dogs. One wolf: the wolf is the
father, as we all knew from the start. Zero wolves: he lost his tail, he is not
just a castrater but also castrated. Who is Freud trying to fool? The wolves
never had a chance to get away and save their pack: it was already decided
from the very beginning that animals could serve only to represent coitus
between parents, or, conversely, be represented by coitus between parents.
Freud obviously knows nothing about the fascination exerted by wolves
and the meaning of their silent call, the call to become-wolf. Wolves watch,
intently watch, the dreaming child; it is so much more reassuring to tell
oneselfthat the dream produced a reversal and that it is really the child who
sees dogs or parents in the act of making love. Freud only knows the
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Oedipalized wolf or dog, the castrated-castrating daddy-wolf, the dog in
the kennel, the analyst’s bow-wow.

Franny is listening to a program on wolves. I say to her, Would you like to
be a wolf*? She answers haughtily, How stupid, you can’t be one wolf, you’re
always eight or nine, six or seven. Not six or seven wolves all by yourself all
at once, but one wolf among others, with five or six others. In becoming-
wolf, the important thing is the position of the mass, and above all the posi-
tion of the subject itselfin relation to the pack or wolf-multiplicity: how the
subject joins or does not join the pack, how far away it stays, how it does or
does not hold to the multiplicity. To soften the harshness of her response,
Frannyrecounts a dream: “There is a desert. Again, it wouldn’t make any
sensetosaythatlaminthe desert. It’sa panoramic vision ofthe desert, and
it’s not atragic or uninhabited desert. It’s only a desert because of its ocher
color and its blazing, shadowless sun. There is a teeming crowd in it, a
swarm of bees, a rumble of soccer players, ora group of Tuareg. I am on the
edge of the crowd, at the periphery; but I belong to it, I am attached to it by
one of my extremities, a hand or foot. I know that the periphery is the only
place I can be, that I would die if Ilet myselfbe drawn into the center of the
fray, but just as certainly if I let go of the crowd. This is not an easy position
to stay in, it is even very difficult to hold, for these beings are in constant
motion and their movements are unpredictable and follow no rhythm.
They swirl, go north, then suddenly east; none of the individuals in the
crowd remains in the same place in relation to the others. So I too am in
perpetual motion; all this demands a high level of tension, but it gives me a
feeling of violent, almost vertiginous, happiness.” A very good schizo
dream. Tobe fully a part of the crowd and at the same time completely out-
side it, removed from it: to be on the edge, to take a walk like Virginia Woolf
(never again will I say, “I am this, I am that™).2

Problems of peopling in the unconscious: all that passes through the
pores of the schizo, the veins of the drug addict, swarming, teeming, fer-
ment, intensities, races and tribes. This tale of white skin prickling with
bumps and pustules, and of dwarfish black heads emerging from pores gri-
macing and abominable, needing to be shaved off every morning—is it a
tale by Jean Ray, who knew how to bring terror to phenomena of
micromultiplicity? And how about the “Lilliputian hallucinations” on
ether? One schizo, two schizos, three: “There are babies growing in my
every pore”—"With me, it’s not in the pores, it’s in my veins, little iron
rods growing in my veins”—"I don’t want them to give me any shots,
except with camphorated alcohol. Otherwise breasts grow in my every
pore.” Freud tried to approachcrowd phenomena from the point of view of
the unconscious, but he did not see clearly, he did not see that the uncon-
scious itself was fundamentally a crowd. He was myopic and hard of
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hearing; he mistook crowds for a single person. Schizos, on the other hand,
have sharp eyes and ears. They don’t mistake the buzz and shove of the
crowd for daddy’s voice. Once Jung had a dream about bones and skulls. A
bone or a skull is never alone. Bones are a multiplicity. But Freud wants the
dream to signify the death of someone. “Jung was surprised and pointed
out that there were several skulls, not just one. Yet Freud still .. .

A multiplicity of pores, or blackheads, of little scars or stitches. Breasts,
babies, and rods. A multiplicity of bees, soccer players, or Tuareg. A multi-
plicity of wolves or jackals . . . All of these things are irreducible but bring
us to a certain status of the formations of the unconscious. Let us try to
define the factors involved: first, something plays the role of the full
body—the body without organs. In the preceding dream it was the desert.
In the Wolf-Man’s dream it is the denuded tree upon which the wolves are
perched. It is also the skin as envelope or ring, and the sock as reversible
surface. It can be a house or part of a house, any number of things, any-
thing. Whenever someone makes love, really makes love, that person con-
stitutes a body without organs, alone and with the other person or people.
A body without organsis not an empty body stripped of organs, but a body
upon which that which serves as organs (wolves, wolf eyes, wolf jaws?) is
distributed according to crowd phenomena, in Brownian motion, in the
form of molecular multiplicities. The desert is populous. Thus the body
without organs is opposed less to organs as such than to the organization of
the organs insofar as it composes an organism. The body without organsis
notadead bodybutaliving body allthe more alive and teeming once it has
blownapart the organism and its organization. Lice hopping on the beach.
Skin colonies. The full body without organs is a body populated by multi-
plicities. The problem of the unconscious has most certainly nothing to do
with generation but rather peopling, population. It is an affair of world-
wide population on the full body of the earth, not organic familial genera-
tion. “I love to invent peoples, tribes, racial origins . . . I return from my
tribes. As of today, I am the adoptive son of fifteen tribes, no more, no less.
And theyin turnare my adopted tribes, for I love each ofthem more than if
I had been born into it.” People say, Afterall, schizophrenicshaveamother
and a father, don’t they? Sorry, no, none as such. They only have a desert
with tribes inhabiting it, a full body clinging with multiplicities.

Thisbringsus to the second factor, the nature of these multiplicitiesand
their elements. RHIZOME. One of the essential characteristics of the dream
of multiplicity is that each element ceaselessly varies and alters its distance
in relation to the others. On the Wolf-Man’s nose, the elements, deter-
mined as pores in the skin, little scars in the pores, little ruts in the scar tis-
sue, ceaselessly dance, grow, and diminish. These variable distances are
not extensive quantities divisible by each other; rather, each is indivisible,
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or “relatively indivisible,” in other words, they are not divisible below or
above a certain threshold, they cannot increase or diminish without their
elements changing in nature. A swarm of bees: here they come as a rumble
of soccer players in striped jerseys, or a band of Tuareg. Or: the wolf clan
doubles up with a swarm of bees against the gang of Deulhs, under the
direction of Mowgli, who runs on the edge (yes, Kipling understood the call
of the wolves, their libidinal meaning, better than Freud; and in the Wolf-
Man’s case the story about wolves is followed by one about wasps and but-
terflies, we go from wolves to wasps). What is the significance of these
indivisible distances that are ceaselessly transformed, and cannot be
divided or transformed without their elements changing in nature each
time? Is it not the intensive character of this kind of multiplicity’s elements
and the relations between them? Exactly like a speed or a temperature,
which is not composed of other speeds and temperatures but rather is
enveloped in or envelops others, each of which marks a change in nature.
The metrical principle of these multiplicities is not to be found in a homo-
geneous milieu but resides elsewhere, in forces at work within them, in
physical phenomena inhabitingthem, precisely in thelibido, which consti-
tutes them from within, and in constituting them necessarily divides into
distinct qualitative and variable flows. Freud himself recognizes the multi-
plicity of libidinal “currents” that coexist in the Wolf-Man. That makes it
all the more surprising that he treats the multiplicities of the unconscious
the way he does. For him, there will always be areduction to the One: thelit-
tle scars, the little holes, become subdivisions of the great scar or supreme
hole named castration; the wolves become substitutes for a single Father
who turns up everywhere, or wherever they put him. (As Ruth Mack
Brunswick says, Let’s go all the way, the wolves are “al/l the fathers and doc-
tors” in the world; but the Wolf-Man thinks, “You trying to tell me my ass
isn’t a wolf?”)

What should have been done is the opposite, all of this should be under-
stood in intensity: the Wolf is the pack, in other words, the multiplicity
instantaneously apprehended as such insofar as it approaches or moves
away from zero, each distance being nondecomposable. Zero is the body
without organs of the Wolf-Man. If the unconscious knows nothing of
negation, it is because there is nothing negative in the unconscious, only
indefinite moves toward and away from zero, which doesnotat all express
lack but rather the positivity of the full body as support and prop (“for an
afflux is necessary simply to signify the absence of intensity”). The wolves
designate an intensity, a band of intensity, a threshold of intensity on the
Wolf-Man’s body without organs. A dentist told the Wolf-Man that he
“would soon lose all his teeth because of the violence of his bite”—and that
his gums were pocked with pustules and little holes.* Jaw as high intensity,
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teeth as low intensity, and pustular gums as approach to zero. The wolf, as
the instantaneous apprehension of a multiplicity in a given region, is not a
representative, a substitute, but an / feel. I feel myself becoming a wolf, one
wolf among others, on the edge of the pack. A cry of anguish, the only one
Freud hears: Help me not become wolf (or the opposite, Help me not fail in
this becoming). It is not a question of representation: don’t think for a min-
ute that it has to do with believing oneself a wolf, representing oneself as a
wolf. The wolf, wolves, are intensities, speeds, temperatures, nondecom-
posable variable distances. A swarming, a wolfing. Who could ever believe
that the anal machine bears no relation to the wolf machine, or that the two
are only linked by an Oedipal apparatus, by the all-too-human figure of the
Father? Forin the end the anus also expresses an intensity, in this case the
approach to zero of a distance that cannot be decomposed without its ele-
ments changing in nature. 4 field of anuses, just like a pack of wolves. Does
not the child, on the periphery, hold onto the wolves by his anus? The jaw
descends to the anus. Hold onto those wolves by your jaw and your anus.
The jaw is not a wolfjaw, it’s not that simple; jaw and wolf form a multipli-
city that is transformed into eye and wolf, anus and wolf, as a function of
other distances, at other speeds, with other multiplicities, between thresh-
olds. Lines of flight or of deterritorialization, becoming-wolf, becoming-
inhuman, deterritorialized intensities: that is what multiplicity is. To
become wolf or to become hole is to deterritorialize oneself following dis-
tinct but entangled lines. A hole is no more negative than a wolf. Castra-
tion, lack, substitution: a tale told by an overconscious idiot who has no
understanding of multiplicities as formations of the unconscious. A wolf'is
a hole, they are both particles of the unconscious, nothing but particles,
productions of particles, particulate paths, as elements of molecular multi-
plicities. It is not even sufficient to say that intense and moving particles
pass through holes; a hole is just as much a particle as what passes through
it. Physicists say that holes are not the absence of particles but particles
traveling faster than the speed of light. Flying anuses, speeding vaginas,
there is no castration.

Let us return to the story of multiplicity, for the creation of this substan-
tive marks a very important moment. It was created precisely in order to
escape the abstract opposition between the multiple and the one, to escape
dialectics, to succeed in conceiving the multiple in the pure state, to cease
treating it as a numerical fragment of a lost Unity or Totality or as the
organic element of a Unity or Totality yet to come, and instead distinguish
between different types of multiplicity. Thus we find in the work of the
mathematician and physicist Riemann a distinction between discreet mul-
tiplicities and continuous multiplicities (the metrical principle of the sec-
ond kind of multiplicity resides solely in forces at work within them). Then



1914: ONE OR SEVERAL WOLVES? 00 33

in Meinong and Russell we find a distinction between multiplicities of
magnitude or divisibility, which are extensive, and multiplicities of dis-
tance, which are closer to the intensive. And in Bergson there is a distinc-
tion between numerical or extended multiplicities and qualitative or
durational multiplicities. We are doing approximately the same thing
when we distinguish between arborescent multiplicities and rhizomatic
multiplicities. Between macro- and micromultiplicities. On the one hand,
multiplicities that are extensive, divisible, and molar; unifiable, total-
izable, organizable; conscious or preconscious—and on the other hand,
libidinal, unconscious, molecular, intensive multiplicities composed of
particles that do not divide without changing in nature, and distances that
do not vary without entering another multiplicity and that constantly con-
struct and dismantle themselves in the course of their communications, as
they cross over into each other at, beyond, or before a certain threshold.
The elements of this second kind of multiplicity are particles; their rela-
tions are distances; their movements are Brownian; their quantities are
intensities, differences in intensity.

This only provides the logical foundation. Elias Canetti distinguishes
between two types of multiplicity that are sometimes opposed but at other
times interpenetrate: mass (“crowd”) multiplicities and pack multiplici-
ties. Among the characteristics of a mass, in Canetti’s sense, we should note
large quantity, divisibility and equality of the members, concentration,
sociability of the aggregate as a whole, one-way hierarchy, organization of
territoriality or territorialization, and emission of signs. Among the char-
acteristics of a pack are small or restricted numbers, dispersion, nonde-
composable variable distances, qualitative metamorphoses, inequalities
as remainders or crossings, impossibility of a fixed totalization or hierar-
chization, a Brownian variability in directions, lines of deterritorial-
ization, and projection of particles.® Doubtless, there is no more equality
or any less hierarchy in packs than in masses, but they are of a different
kind. The leader of the pack or the band plays move by move, must wager
everything every hand, whereas the group or mass leader consolidates or
capitalizes on past gains. The pack, even on its own turf, is constituted by a
line of flight or of deterritorialization that is a component part of it, and to
which it accredits a high positive value, whereas masses only integrate
these lines in order to segment them, obstruct them, ascribe them a nega-
tive sign. Canetti notes that in a pack each member is alone even in the
company of others (for example, wolves on the hunt); each takes care of
himself at the same time as participating in the band. “In the changing con-
stellation of the pack, in its dances and expeditions, he will again and again
find himself at its edge. He may be in the center, and then, immediately
afterwards, at the edge again; at the edge and then back in the center. When
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the pack forms a ring around the fire, each man will have neighbors to the
right and left, but no one behind him; his back is naked and exposed to the
wilderness.”® We recognize this as the schizoposition,being on the periph-
ery, holding on by ahand orafoot. . . Asopposed to the paranoid position
of the mass subject, with all the identifications of the individual with the
group, the group with the leader, and the leader with the group; be securely
embedded in the mass, get close to the center, never be at the edge except in
the line of duty. Why assume (as does Konrad Lorenz, for example) that
bands and their type of companionshiprepresenta morerudimentaryevo-
lutionary state than group societies or societies of conjugality? Not only do
there exist bands of humans, but there are particularly refined examples:
“high-society life” differs from “sociality” in that it is closer to the pack.
Social persons have a certain envious and erroneous image of the high-
society person because they are ignorant of high-society positions and hier-
archies, the relations of force, the very particular ambitions and projects.
High-society relations are never coextensive with social relations, they do
not coincide. Even “mannerisms” (all bands have them) are specific to
micromultiplicities and distinct from social manners or customs.

There is no question, however, of establishing a dualist opposition
between the two types of multiplicities, molecular machines and molar
machines; that would be no better than the dualism between the One and
the multiple. There are only multiplicities of multiplicities forming a single
assemblage, operating in the same assem blage: packs in masses and masses
in packs. Trees have rhizome lines, and the rhizome points of arbor-
escence. How could mad particles be produced with anything but a gigantic
cyclotron? How could lines of deterritorialization be assignable outside of
circuits of territoriality? Where else but in wide expanses, and in major
upheavals inthose expanses, could atiny rivulet of new intensity suddenly
start to flow? What do you not have to do in order to produce a new sound?
Becoming-animal, becoming-molecular, becoming-inhuman, each
involves a molar extension, a human hyperconcentration, or prepares the
way for them. In Kafka, it is impossible to separate the erection of a great
paranoid bureaucratic machine from the installation of little schizo
machines of becoming-dog or becoming-beetle. In the case of the Wolf-
Man, it is impossible to separate the becoming-wolf of his dream from the
military and religious organization of his obsessions. A military man does
a wolf; a military man does a dog. There are not two multiplicities or two
machines; one and the same machinic assemblage produces and distrib-
utes the whole, in other words, the set of statements corresponding to the
“complex.” What does psychoanalysis have to say about all of this? Oedi-
pus, nothing but Oedipus, becauseit hearsnothingand listenstonobody. It
flattens everything, masses and packs, molecular and molar machines,
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multiplicities of every variety. Take the Wolf-Man’s second dream during
his so-called psychotic episode: in the street, a wall with a closed door, to
the left an empty dresser; in front of the dresser, the patient, and a big
woman with alittle scar who seems to want to skirt around the wall; behind
the wall, wolves, rushing for the door. Even Brunswick can’t go wrong:
although she recognizes herself in the big woman, she does see that this
time the wolves are Bolsheviks, the revolutionary mass that had emptied
the dresser and confiscated the Wolf-Man’s fortune. The wolves, in a
metastable state, have gone over to a large-scale social machine. But psycho-
analysis has nothing to say about all of these points—except what Freud
already said: it all leads back to daddy (what do you know, he was one of the
leaders of the liberal party in Russia, but that’s hardly important; all that
needs to be said is that the revolution “assuaged the patient’s feelings of
guilt”). You’d think that the investments and counterinvestments of the
libido had nothing to do with mass disturbances, pack movements, collec-
tive signs, and particles of desire.

Thus it does not suffice to attribute molar multiplicities and mass
machines to the preconscious, reserving another kind of machine or multi-
plicity for the unconscious. For it is the assemblage of both of these that is
the province of the unconscious, the way in which the former condition the
latter, and the latter prepare the way for the former, or elude them orreturn
to them: the libido suffuses everything. Keep everything in sight at the
same time—that a social machine or an organized mass has a molecular
unconscious that marks not only its tendency to decompose but also the
current components of its very operation and organization; that any indi-
vidual caught up in a mass has his/her own pack unconscious, which does
not necessarily resemble the packs of the mass to which that individual
belongs; that an individual or mass will live out in its unconscious the
masses and packs of another mass or another individual. What does it
mean to love somebody? It is always to seize that person in a mass, extract
him or her from a group, however small, in which he or she participates,
whether it be through the family only or through something else; then to
find that person’s own packs, the multiplicities he or she encloses within
himself or herself which may be of an entirely different nature. To join
them to mine, to make them penetrate mine, and for me to penetrate the
other person’s. Heavenly nuptials, multiplicities of multiplicities. Every
love is an exercise in depersonalization on a body without organs yet to be
formed, and it is at the highest point of this depersonalization that some-
one can be named, receives his or her family name or first name, acquires
the most intense discernibility in the instantaneous apprehension of the
multiplicities belonging to him or her, and to which he or she belongs. A
pack of freckles on a face, a pack of boys speaking through the voice of a
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woman, a clutch of girls in Charlus’s voice, ahorde of wolves in somebody’s
throat, a multiplicity of anuses in the anus, mouth, or eye one is intent
upon. Weeach go through so many bodies in each other. Albertine is slowly
extracted from a group of girls with its own number, organization, code,
and hierarchy; and not only is this group or restricted mass suffused by an
unconscious, but Albertine has her own multiplicities that the narrator,
once he has isolated her, discovers on her body and in her lies—until the
end of their love returns her to the indiscernible.

Above all, it should not be thought that it suffices to distinguish the
masses and exteriorgroups someone belongs to or participates in from the
internal aggregates that person envelops in himself or herself. The
distinction to be made is not at all between exterior and interior, which
are always relative, changing, and reversible, but between different
types of multiplicities that coexist, interpenetrate, and change places—
machines, cogs, motors, and elements that are set in motion at a given
moment, forming an assemblage productive of statements: “I love you” (or
whatever). For Kafka, Felice is inseparable from a certain social machine,
and, as a representative of the firm that manufactures them, from
parlograph machines; how could she not belong to that organization in the
eyes of Kafka, a man fascinated by commerce and bureaucracy? But at the
same time, Felice’s teeth, her big carnivorous teeth, send her racing down
other lines, into the molecular multiplicities of a becoming-dog, a
becoming-jackal ... Felice is inseparable from the sign of the modern
social machines belonging to her, from those belonging to Kafka (not the
same ones), and from the particles, the little molecular machines, the
whole strange becoming or journey Kafka will make and have her make
through his perverse writing apparatus.

There are no individual statements, only statement-producing ma-
chinic assemblages. We say that the assemblage is fundamentally libidinal
and unconscious. It is the unconscious in person. For the moment, we will
note that assemblages have elements (or multiplicities) of several kinds:
human, social, and technical machines, organized molar machines; molec-
ular machines with their particles of becoming-inhuman; Oedipal appara-
tuses (yes, of course there are Oedipal statements, many of them); and
counter-Oedipal apparatuses, variable in aspect and functioning. We will
go into it later. We can no longer even speak of distinct machines, only of
types of interpenetrating multiplicities that at any given moment form a
single machinic assemblage, the faceless figure of the libido. Each of us is
caught up in an assemblage of this kind, and we reproduce its statements
when we think we are speaking in our own name; or rather we speak in our
own name when we produce its statement. And what bizarre statements
they are; truly, the talk of lunatics. We mentioned Kafka, but we could just
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as well have said the Wolf-Man: a religious-military machine that Freud
attributes to obsessional neurosis; an anal pack machine, an anal be-
coming-wolf or -wasp or -butterfly machine, which Freud attributes to the
hysteric character; an Oedipal apparatus, which Freud considers the sole
motor, the immobile motor that must be found everywhere; and a counter-
Oedipal apparatus—incest with the sister, schizo-incest, or love with “peo-
ple of inferior station”; and anality, homosexuality?—all that Freud sees
only as Oedipal substitutes, regressions, and derivatives. In truth, Freud
sees nothing and understands nothing. He has no idea what a libidinal
assemblage is, with all the machineries it brings into play, all the multiple
loves.

Of course, there are Oedipal statements. For example, Kafka’s story,
“Jackals and Arabs,” is easy to read in that way: you can always do it, you
can’t lose, it works every time, even if you understand nothing. The Arabs
are clearly associated with the father and the jackals with the mother;
between the two, there is a whole story of castration represented by the
rusty scissors. But it so happens that the Arabs are an extensive, armed,
organized mass stretching across the entire desert; and the jackals are an
intense pack forever launching into the desert following lines of flight or
deterritorialization (“they are madmen, veritable madmen”); between the
two, at the edge, the Man of the North, the jackal-man. And aren’t those big
scissors the Arab sign that guides or releases jackal-particles, both to accel-
erate their mad race by detaching them from the mass and to bring them
back to the mass, to tame them and whip them, to bring them around?
Dead camel: Oedipal food apparatus. Counter-Oedipal carrion apparatus:
kill animals to eat, or eat to clean up carrion. The jackals formulate the
problem well: it is not that of castration but of “cleanliness” (proprete, also
“ownness”), the test of desert-desire. Which will prevail, mass territoriality
or pack deterritorialization? The libido suffuses the entire desert, the body
without organs on which the drama is played out.

There are no individual statements, there never are. Every statement is
the product of a machinic assemblage, in other words, of collective agents
of enunciation (take “collective agents” to mean not peoples or societies
but multiplicities). The proper name (nom propre) does not designate an
individual: it is on the contrary when the individual opens up to the multi-
plicities pervading him or her, at the outcome of the most severe operation
of depersonalization, that he or she acquires his or her true proper name.
The proper name is the instantaneous apprehension of a multiplicity. The
proper name is the subject of a pure infinitive comprehended as such in a
field of intensity. What Proust said about the first name: when I said
Gilberte’s name, I had the impression that I was holding her entire body
naked in my mouth. The Wolf-Man, a true proper name, an intimate first
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name linked to the becomings, infinitives, and intensities of a multiplied
and depersonalized individual. What does psychoanalysis know about
multiplication? The desert hour when the dromedary becomes a thousand
dromedaries snickering in the sky. The evening hour when a thousand
holes appear on the surface of the earth. Castration! Castration! cries the
psychoanalytic scarecrow, who never saw more than a hole, a father or a
dog where wolves are, a domesticated individual where there are wild mul-
tiplicities. We are not just criticizing psychoanalysis for having selected
Oedipal statements exclusively. For such statements are to a certain extent
part of a machinic assemblage, for which they could serve as correctional
indexes, as in a calculation of errors. We are criticizing psychoanalysis for
having used Oedipal enunciation to make patients believe they would pro-
duce individual, personal statements, and would finally speak in their own
name. The trap was set from the start: never will the Wolf-Man speak. Talk
as he might about wolves, howl as he might like a wolf, Freud does not even
listen; he glances at his dog and answers, “It’s daddy.” For as long as that
lasts, Freud calls it neurosis; when it cracks, it’s psychosis. The Wolf-Man
will receive the psychoanalytic medal of honor for services rendered to the
cause, and even disabled veterans’ benefits. He could have spoken in his
own name only if the machinic assemblage that was producing particular
statements in him had been brought to light. But there isno question of that
in psychoanalysis: at the very moment the subject is persuaded that he or
she will be uttering the most individual of statements, he or she is deprived
of all basis for enunciation. Silence people, prevent them from speaking,
and above all, when they do speak, pretend they haven’t said a thing: the
famous psychoanalytic neutrality. The Wolf-Man keeps howling: Six
wolves! Seven wolves! Freud says, How’s that? Goats, you say? How inter-
esting. Take away the goats and all you have left is a wolf, so it’s your father
... That is why the Wolf-Man feels so fatigued: he’s left lying there with all
his wolves in his throat, all those little holes on his nose, and all those libidi-
nal values on his body without organs. The war will come, the wolves will
become Bolsheviks, and the Wolf-Man will remain suffocated by all he had
to say. All we will be told is that he became well behaved, polite, and
resigned again, “honest and scrupulous.” In short, cured. He gets back by
pointing out that psychoanalysis lacks a truly zoological vision: “Nothing
can be more valuable for ayoung person than the love of nature and a com-
prehension of the natural sciences, in particular zoology.”’
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The same Professor Challenger who made the Earth scream with his pain
machine, as described by Arthur Conan Doyle, gave a lecture after mixing
several textbooks on geology and biology in a fashion befitting his simian
disposition. He explained that the Earth—the Deterritorialized, the
Glacial, the giant Molecule—is a body without organs. This body without
organs is permeated by unformed, unstable matters, by flows in all direc-
tions, by free intensities or nomadic singularities, by mad or transitory par-
ticles. That, however, was not the question at hand. For there simultane-
ously occurs upon the earth a very important, inevitable phenomenon that
is beneficial in many respects and unfortunate in many others: stratifica-
tion. Strata are Layers, Belts. They consist of giving form to matters, of
imprisoning intensities or locking singularities into systems of resonance
and redundancy, of producing upon the body of the earth molecules large
and small and organizing them into molar aggregates. Strata are acts of
capture, they are like “black holes” or occlusions striving to seize whatever
comes within their reach.! They operate by coding and territorialization
upon the earth; they proceed simultaneously by code and by territoriality.
The strata are judgments of God; stratification in general is the entire sys-
tem of the judgment of God (but the earth, or the body without organs, con-
stantly eludes that judgment, flees and becomes destratified, decoded,
deterritorialized).

Challenger quoted a sentence he said he came across in a geology text-
book. He said we needed to learn it by heart because we would only be in a
position to understand it later on: “A surface of stratification is a more
compact plane of consistency lying between two layers.” The layers are the
strata. They come at least in pairs, one serving as substratum for the other.
The surface of stratification is a machinic assemblage distinct from the
strata. The assemblage is between two layers, between two strata; on one
side it faces the strata (in this direction, the assemblage is an interstratum),
but the other side faces something else, the body without organs or plane of
consistency (here, it is a metastratum). In effect,thebody without organs is
itself the plane of consistency, which becomes compact or thickens at the
level of the strata.

God is a Lobster, or a double pincer, a double bind. Not only do strata
come at least in pairs, but in a different way each stratum is double (it itself
has several layers). Each stratum exhibits phenomena constitutive of dou-
ble articulation. Articulate twice, B-A, BA. This is not at all to say that the
strata speak or arelanguage based. Double articulation is so extremely var-
iable that we cannot begin with a general model, only a relatively simple
case. The first articulation chooses or deducts, from unstable particle-
flows, metastable molecular or quasi-molecular units (substances) upon
which it imposes a statistical order of connections and successions (forms).
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The second articulation establishes functional, compact, stable structures
(forms), and constructs the molar compounds in which these structures are
simultaneously actualized (substances). In a geological stratum, for exam-
ple, the first articulation is the process of “sedimentation,” which deposits
units of cyclic sediment according to a statistical order: flysch, with its
succession of sandstone and schist. The second articulation is the “fold-
ing” that sets up a stable functional structure and effects the passage from
sediment to sedimentary rock.

It is clear that the distinction between the two articulations is not
between substances and forms. Substances are nothing other than formed
matters. Formsimply a code, modes of coding and decoding. Substances as
formed matters refer to territorialities and degrees of territorialization and
deterritorialization. But each articulation has a code and a territoriality;
therefore each possesses both form and substance. Fornow, all we cansay is
that each articulation has a corresponding type of segmentarity or multi-
plicity: one typeis supple, more molecular, and merely ordered; the other is
more rigid, molar, and organized. Although the first articulation is not
lacking in systematic interactions, it is in the second articulation in partic-
ular that phenomena constituting an overcoding are produced, phenom-
ena of centering, unification, totalization, integration, hierarchization,
and finalization. Both articulations establish binary relations between
their respective segments. But between the segments of one articulation
and the segments of the other there are biunivocal relationships obeying far
more complex laws. The word “structure” may be used to designate the
sum of theserelationsand relationships, but it is an illusion to believe that
structure is the earth’s last word. Moreover, it cannot be taken for granted
that the distinction between the two articulations is always that of the
molecular and the molar.

He skipped over the immense diversity of the energetic, physico-
chemical, and geological strata. He went straight to the organic strata, or
the existence of a great organic stratification. The problem of the
organism—#how to “make” the body an organism—is once again a problem
of articulation, of the articulatory relation. The Dogons, well known to the
professor, formulate the problem as follows: an organism befalls the body
of the smith, by virtue of a machine or machinic assemblage that stratifies
it. “The shock of the hammer and the anvil broke his arms and legs at the
elbows and knees, which until that moment he had not possessed. In this
way, he received the articulations specific to the new human form that was
to spread across the earth, a form dedicated to work. . . . His arm became
folded with a view to work.”2 It is obviously only a manner of speaking to
limit the articulatory relation to the bones. The entire organism must be
considered in relation to a double articulation, and on different levels.
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First, on the level of morphogenesis: on the one hand, realities of the
molecular type with aleatory relations are caught up in crowd phenomena
or statistical aggregates determining an order (the protein fiber and its
sequence or segmentarity); on the other hand, these aggregates themselves
are taken up into stable structures that “elect” stereoscopic compounds,
form organs, functions, and regulations, organize molar mechanisms, and
even distribute centers capable of overflying crowds, overseeing mecha-
nisms, utilizing and repairing tools, “overcoding” the aggregate (the fold-
ing back on itself of the fiber to form a compact structure; a second kind of
segmentarity).> Sedimentation and folding, fiber and infolding.

On a different level, the cellular chemistry presiding over the constitu-
tion of proteins also operates by double articulation. This double articula-
tion is internal to the molecular, it is the articulation between small and
large molecules, a segmentarity by successive modifications and polymeri-
zation. “First, the elements taken from the medium are combined through
a series of transformations. . . . All this activity involves hundreds of chem-
ical reactions. But ultimately, it produces a limited number of small com-
pounds, a few dozen at most. In the second stage of cellular chemistry, the
small molecules are assembled to produce larger ones. It is the polymeriza-
tion of units linked end-to-end that forms the characteristic chains of mac-
romolecules. . . . The two stages of cellular chemistry, therefore, differ in
their function, products and nature. The first carves out chemical motifs;
the second assembles them. The first forms compounds that exist only
temporarily, for they are intermediaries on the path of biosynthesis; the
second constructs stable products. The firstoperatesby a series of different
reactions; the second by repeating the same reaction.”* There is, moreover,
a third level, upon which cellular chemistry itself depends. It is the genetic
code, which is in turn inseparable from a double segmentarity or a double
articulation, this time between two types of independent molecules: the
sequence of protein units and the sequence of nucleic units, with binary
relations between units of the same type and biunivocal relationships
between units of different types. Thus there are always two articulations,
two segmentarities, two kinds of multiplicity, each of which brings into
play both forms and substances. But the distribution of these two articula-
tions is not constant, even within the same stratum.

The audience rather sulkily denounced the numerous misunderstand-
ings, misinterpretations, and even misappropriations in the professor’s
presentation, despite the authorities he had appealed to, calling them his
“friends.” Even the Dogons. . . And things would presently get worse. The
professor cynically congratulated himself on taking his pleasure from
behind, but the offspring always turned out to be runts and wens, bits and
pieces, if not stupid vulgarizations. Besides, the professor was not a geolo-
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gist or a biologist, he was not even a linguist, ethnologist, or psychoanalyst;
what his specialty had been was long since forgotten. In fact, Professor
Challenger was double, articulated twice, and that did not make things any
easier; people never knew which of him was present. He (?) claimed to have
invented a discipline he referred to by various names: rhizomatics,
stratoanalysis, schizoanalysis, nomadology, micropolitics, pragmatics, the
science of multiplicities. Yet no one clearly understood what the goals,
method, or principles of this discipline were. Young Professor Alasca,
Challenger’s pet student, tried hypocritically to defend him by explaining
that on a given stratum the passage from one articulation to the other was
easily verified because it was always accompanied by a loss of water, in
genetics as in geology, and even in linguistics, where the importance of the
“lost saliva” phenomenon is measured. Challenger took offense, preferring
to cite his friend, as he called him, the Danish Spinozist geologist,
Hjelmslev, that dark prince descended from Hamlet who also made lan-
guage his concern, precisely in order to analyze its “stratification.”
Hjelmslev was able to weave a netout of the notions of matter, content and
expression, form and substance. These were the strata, said Hjelmslev. Now
this net had the advantage of breaking with the form-content duality, since
there was a form of content no less than a form of expression. Hjelmslev’s
enemies saw this merely as a way of rebaptizing the discredited notions of
the signified and signifier, but something quite different wasactually going
on. Despite what H jelmslev himself may have said, the net is not linguistic
in scope or origin (the same must be said of double articulation: iflanguage
has a specificity of its own, as it most certainly does, that specificity con-
sists neither in double articulation nor in Hjelmslev’s net, which are gen-
eral characteristics of strata).

He used the term matter for the plane of consistency or Body without
Organs, in other words, the unformed, unorganized, nonstratified, or
destratified body and all its flows: subatomic and submolecular particles,
pure intensities, prevital and prephysical free singularities. He used the
term content for formed matters, which would now have to be considered
from two points of view: substance, insofar as these matters are “chosen,”
and form, insofar as they are chosen in a certain order (substance and form
of content). He used the term expression for functional structures, which
would also have to be considered from two points of view: the organization
of their own specific form, and substances insofar as they form compounds
(form and content of expression). A stratum always has a dimension of the
expressible or of expression serving as the basis for a relative invariance;
for example, nucleic sequences are inseparable from a relatively invariant
expression by means of which they determine the compounds, organs, and
functions of the organism.’ To express is always to sing the glory of God.
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Every stratum is a judgment of God; not only do plants and animals,
orchids and wasps, sing or express themselves, but so dorocks and evenriv-
ers, every stratified thing on earth. The first articulation concerns content,
the second expression. The distinction between the two articulations is not
between forms and substances but between content and expression,
expression having just as much substance as content and content just as
much form as expression. The double articulation sometimes coincides
with the molecular and the molar, and sometimes not; this is because con-
tent and expression are sometimes divided along those lines and some-
times along different lines. There is never correspondence or conformity
between content and expression, only isomorphism with reciprocal pre-
supposition. The distinction between content and expression is always
real, in various ways, but it cannot be said that the terms preexist their dou-
ble articulation. It is the double articulation that distributes them accord-
ing to the line it draws in each stratum,; it is what constitutes their real
distinction. (On the other hand, there is no real distinction between form
and substance, only a mental or modal distinction: since substances are
nothing other than formed matters, formless substances are inconceivable,
although it is possible in certain instances to conceive of substanceless
forms.)

Even though there is a real distinction between them, content and
expression are relative terms (“first” and “second” articulation should also
be understood in an entirely relative fashion). Even though it is capable of
invariance, expression is just as much a variable as content. Content and
expression are two variables of a function of stratification. They not only
vary from one stratum to another, but intermingle, and within the same
stratum multiply and divide ad infinitum. Since every articulation is dou-
ble, there is not an articulation of content and an articulation of
expression—the articulation of content is double in its own right and con-
stitutes a relative expression within content; the articulation of expression
is also double and constitutes arelative content within expression. For this
reason, there exist intermediate states between content and expression,
expression and content: the levels, equilibriums, and exchanges through
which a stratified system passes. In short, we find forms and substances of
content that play the role of expression in relation to other forms and sub-
stances, and conversely for expression. These new distinctions do not,
therefore, coincide with the distinction between forms and substances
within each articulation; instead, they show that each articulation is
already, or still, double. This can be seen on the organic stratum: proteins
of content have two forms, one of which (the infolded fiber) plays the role
of functional expression in relation to the other. The same goes for the
nucleic acids of expression: double articulations cause certain formal and
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substantial elements to play the role of content in relation to others; not
only does the half of the chain that is reproduced become a content, but the
reconstituted chain itself becomes a content in relation to the “messenger.”
There are double pincers everywhere on a stratum; everywhere and in all
directions there are double binds and lobsters, a multiplicity of double
articulations affecting both expression and content. Through all of this,
Hjelmslev’s warning should not be forgotten: “The terms expression plane
and content plane . .. are chosen in conformity with established notions
and are quite arbitrary. Their functional definition provides no justifica-
tion for calling one, and not the other, of these entities expression, or one,
and not the other, content. They are defined only by their mutual solidarity,
and neither of them can be identified otherwise. They are defined only
oppositively and relatively, as mutually opposed functives of one and the
same function.”® We must combine all the resources of real distinction,
reciprocal presupposition, and general relativism.

The question we must ask is what on a given stratum varies and what
does not. What accounts for the unity and diversity of a stratum? Matter,
the pure matter of the plane of consistency (or inconsistency) lies outside
the strata. The molecular materials borrowed from the substrata may be
the same throughout a stratum, but that does not mean that the molecules
will be the same. The substantial elements may be the same throughout the
stratum without the substances being the same. The formal relations or
bonds may be the same without the forms being the same. In biochemistry,
there is a unity of composition of the organic stratum defined at the level of
materials and energy, substantial elements or radicals, bonds and reac-
tions. But there is a variety of different molecules, substances, and forms.

Should we not sing the praise of Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire? Forin the nine-
teenth century he developed a grandiose conception of stratification. He
said that matter, considered from the standpoint of its greatest divisibility,
consists in particles of decreasing size, flows or elastic fluids that “deploy
themselves” by radiating through space. Combustion is the process of this
escape orinfinitedivision on the plane of consistency. Electrificationis the
opposite process, constitutive of strata; it is the process whereby similar
particlesgrouptogether to form atoms and molecules, similar moleculesto
form bigger molecules, and the biggest molecules to form molar aggregates:
“the attraction of like by like,” as in a double pincer or double articulation.
Thus there is no vital matter specific to the organic stratum, matter is the
same on all the strata. But the organic stratum does have a specific unity of
composition, a single abstract Animal, a single machine embedded in the
stratum, and presents everywhere the same molecular materials, the same
elements or anatomical components of organs, the same formal connec-
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tions. Organic forms are nevertheless different from one another, as are
organs, compound substances, and molecules. It is of little or no impor-
tance that Geoffroy chose anatomical elements as the substantial units
rather than protein and nucleic acid radicals. At any rate, he already
invoked a whole interplay of molecules. The important thing is the princi-
ple of the simultaneous unity and variety of the stratum: isomorphism of
forms but no correspondence; identity of elements or components but no
identity of compound substances.

This is where the dialogue, or rather violent debate, with Cuvier came
in. To keep the last of the audience from leaving, Challenger imagined a
particularly epistemological dialogue of the dead, in puppet theater style.
Geoffroy called forth Monsters, Cuvier laid out all the Fossils in order,
Baer flourished flasks filled with embryos, Vialleton put on a tetrapod’s
belt, Perrier mimed the dramatic battle between the Mouth and the Brain,
and so on. Geoffroy: The proof that there is isomorphism is that you can
always get from one form on the organic stratum to another, however dif-
ferent they may be, by means of “folding.” To go from the Vertebrate to the
Cephalopod, bring the two sides of the Vertebrate’s backbone together,
bend its head down to its feet and its pelvis up to the nape of its neck . ..
Cuvier (angrily): That’s just not true! You go from an Elephant to a
Medusa; I know, I tried. There are irreducible axes, types, branches. There
are resemblances between organs and analogies between forms, nothing
more. You're a falsifier, a metaphysician. Vialleton (a disciple of Cuvier
and Baer): Even if folding gave good results, who could endure it? It’s not
by chance that Geoffroy only considers anatomical elements. No muscle or
ligament would survive it. Geoffroy: I said that there was isomorphism but
not correspondence. You have to bring “degrees of development or perfec-
tion” into the picture. It is not everywhere on a stratum that materials
reach the degree at which they form a given aggregate. Anatomical ele-
ments may be arrested or inhibited in certain places by molecular clashes,
the influence of the milieu, or pressure from neighbors to such an extent
that they compose different organs. The same formal relations or connec-
tions are then effectuated in entirely different forms and arrangements. It
is still the same abstract Animal that is realized throughout the stratum,
only to varying degrees, in varying modes. Each time, it is as perfect as its
surroundings or milieu allows it to be (it is obviously not yet a question of
evolution: neither folding nor degrees imply descent or derivation, only
autonomous realizations of the same abstract relations). This is where
Geoffroy invoked Monsters: human monsters are embryos that were
retarded at a certain degree of development, the human in them is only a
straitjacket for inhuman forms and substances. Yes, the Heteradelph is a
crustacean. Baer (an ally of Cuvier and contemporary of Darwin, about
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whom he had reservations, in addition to being an enemy of Geoffroy):
That’s not true, you can’t confuse degrees of development with types of
forms. A single type has several degrees, a single degree is found in several
types, but never will you make types out of degrees. An embryo of one type
cannot display another type; at most, it can be of the same degree as an
embryo of the second type. Vialleton (a disciple of Baer’s who took both
Darwin and Geoffroy one further): And then there are things that only an
embryo can do or endure. It can do or endure these things precisely because
of its type, not because it can go from one type to another according to
degrees of development. Admire the Tortoise. Its neck requires that a cer-
tain number of protovertebrae change position, and its front limbs must
slide 180 degrees in relation to that of a bird. You can never draw conclu-
sions about phylogenesis on the basis of embryogenesis. Folding does not
make it possible to go from one type to another; quite the contrary, the
types testify to the irreducibility of the forms of folding . . . (Thus Vialleton
presented two kinds of interconnected argumentsin the service of the same
cause, saying first that there are things no animal can do by reason of its
substance, and then that there are things that only an embryo can do by rea-
son of its form. Two strong arguments.)’

We’re a little lost now. There is so much going on in these retorts. So
many endlessly proliferating distinctions. So much getting even, forepiste-
mology is not innocent. The sweet and subtle Geoffroy and the violent and
serious Cuvier do battle around Napoleon. Cuvier, the rigid specialist, is
pitted against Geoffroy, always ready to switch specialities. Cuvier hates
Geoffroy, he can’t stomach Geoffroy’s lighthearted formulas, his humor
(yes, Hens do indeed have teeth, the Lobster has skin on its bones, etc.).
Cuvier is a man of Power and Terrain, and he won’t let Geoffroy forget it;
Geoffroy, on the other hand, prefigures the nomadic man of speed. Cuvier
reflects a Euclidean space, whereas Geoffroy thinks topologically. Today
let us invoke the folds of the cortex with all their paradoxes. Strata are topo-
logical, and Geoffroy is a great artist of the fold, a formidable artist; as
such, he already has a presentiment of a certain kind of animal rhizome
with aberrant paths of communication—Monsters. Cuvier reacts in terms
of discontinuous photographs, and casts of fossils. But we’re a little lost,
because distinctions have proliferated in all directions.

Wehave not even taken Darwin, evolutionism, or neoevolutionism into
account yet. This, however, is where a decisive phenomenon occurs: our
puppet theater becomes more and more nebulous, in other words, collec-
tive and differential. Earlier, we invoked two factors, and their uncertain
relations, in order to explain the diversity within a stratum—degrees of
development or perfection and types of forms. They now undergo a pro-
found transformation. There is a double tendency for types of forms to be
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understood increasingly in terms of populations, packs and colonies,
collectivities or multiplicities; and degrees of development in terms of
speeds, rates, coefficients, and differential relations. A double deepening.
This, Darwinism’s fundamental contribution, implies a new coupling of
individuals and milieus on the stratum.?

First,if we assumethe presence of anelementary oreven molecular pop-
ulation in a given milieu, the forms do not preexist the population, they are
more like statistical results. The more a population assumes divergent
forms, the more its multiplicity divides into multiplicities of different
nature, the more its elements form distinct compounds or matters—the
more efficiently it distributes itself in the milieu, or divides up the milieu.
Thus the relationship between embryogenesis and phylogenesis is
reversed: the embryo does not testify to an absolute form preestablished in
a closed milieu; rather, the phylogenesis of populations has at its disposal,
in an open milieu, an entire range of relative forms to choose from, none of
which is preestablished. In embryogenesis, “It is possible to tell from the
parents, anticipatingthe outcome of the process, whether a pigeon or a wolf
is developing. ... But here the points of reference themselves are in
motion: there are only fixed points for convenience of expression. At the
level of universal evolution, it is impossible to discern that kind of refer-
ence point. . .. Life on earth appears as a sum of relatively independent
species of flora and fauna with sometimes shifting or porous boundaries
between them. Geographical areas can only harbor a sort of chaos, or, at
best, extrinsic harmonies of an ecological order, temporary equilibriums
between populations.”™®

Second, simultaneously and under the same conditions, the degrees are
not degrees of preexistentdevelopment or perfection but are instead global
and relative equilibriums: they enter into play as a function of the advan-
tage they give particular elements, then a particular multiplicity in the
milieu, and as a function of a particular variation in the milieu. Degrees are
no longer measured in terms of increasing perfection or a differentiation
and increase in the complexity of the parts, but in terms of differential rela-
tions and coefficients such as selective pressure, catalytic action, speed of
propagation, rate of growth, evolution, mutation, etc. Relative progress,
then, can occur by formal and quantitative simplification rather than by
complication, by a loss of components and syntheses rather than by acqui-
sition (it is a question of speed, and speed is a differential). It is through
populations that one is formed, assumes forms, and through loss that one
progresses and picks up speed. Darwinism’s two fundamental contribu-
tions move in the direction of a science of multiplicities: the substitution of
populations for types, and the substitution of rates or differential relations
for degrees.!® These are nomadic contributions with shifting boundaries
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determined by populations or variations of multiplicities, and with differ-
ential coefficients or variations of relations. Contemporary biochemistry,
or “molecular Darwinism” as Monod calls it, confirms, on the level of a
single statistical and global individual, or a simple sample, the decisive
importance of molecular populations and microbiological rates(forexam-
ple, the endlessness of the sequence composing a chain, and the chance var-
iation of a single segment in the sequence).

Challenger admitted havingdigressed atlengthbutadded that there was
no possible way to distinguish between the digressive and the nondi-
gressive. The point was to arrive at several conclusions concerning the
unity and diversity of a single stratum, in this case the organic stratum.

To begin with, a stratum does indeed have a unity of composition, which
iswhat allows it to be called a stratum: molecular materials, substantial ele-
ments, and formal relations or traits. Materials are not the same as the
unformed matter of the plane of consistency; they are already stratified,
and come from “substrata.” But of course substrata should not be thought
of only as substrata: in particular, their organization is no less complex
than, nor is it inferior to, that of the strata; we should be on our guard
against any kind of ridiculous cosmic evolutionism. The materials fur-
nished by a substratum are no doubt simpler than the compounds of a stra-
tum, but their level of organization in the substratum is no lower than that
of the stratum itself. The difference between materials and substantial ele-
ments is one of organization; there is a change in organization, not an aug-
mentation. The materials furnished by the substratum constitute an
exterior milieuforthe elements and compounds of the stratum under con-
sideration, but they are not exterior fo the stratum. The elements and com-
pounds constitute an interior of the stratum, just as the materials
constitute an exterior ofthe stratum; both belong to the stratum, the latter
because they are materials that have been furnished to the stratum and
selected for it, the former because they are formed from the materials.
Once again, this exterior and interior are relative; they exist only through
their exchanges and therefore only by virtue of the stratum responsible for
the relation between them. For example, on a crystalline stratum, the
amorphous milieu, or medium, is exterior to the seed before the crystal has
formed; the crystal forms by interiorizing and incorporating masses of
amorphous material. Conversely, the interiority of the seed of the crystal
must move out to the system’s exterior, where the amorphous medium can
crystallize (the aptitude to switch over to the other form of organization).
Tothe point that the seed itself comes from the outside. In short, both exte-
rior and interior are interior to the stratum. The same applies to the organic
stratum: the materials furnished by the substrata are an exterior medium
constituting the famous prebiotic soup, and catalysts play the role of seed
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in the formation of interior substantial elements or even compounds.
These elements and compounds both appropriate materials and exteri-
orize themselves through replication, even in the conditions of the primor-
dial soup itself. Once again, interior and exterior exchange places, and both
are interior to the organic stratum. The limit between them is the mem-
brane that regulates the exchanges and transformation in organization (in
other words, the distributions interior to the stratum) and that defines all
of the stratum’s formal relations or traits (even though the situation and
role of the limit vary widely depending on the stratum, for example, the
limit of the crystal as compared to the cellular membrane). We may there-
fore use the term central layer, or central ring, for the following aggregate
comprising the unity of composition of a stratum: exterior molecular
materials, interior substantial elements, and the limit or membrane con-
veyingthe formal relations. There is a single abstract machinethatis envel-
oped by the stratum and constitutes its unity. This is the Ecumenon, as
opposed to the Planomenon of the plane of consistency.

It would be a mistake to believe that it is possible to isolate this unitary,
central layer of the stratum, or to grasp it in itself, by regression. In the first
place, a stratum necessarily goes from layer to layer, and from the very
beginning. It already has several layers. It goes from a center to a periphery,
at the same time as the periphery reacts back upon the center to form a new
center in relation to a new periphery. Flows constantly radiate outward,
then turn back. There is an outgrowth and multiplication of intermediate
states, and this process is one of the local conditions of the central ring
(different concentrations, variations that are tolerated below a certain
threshold of identity). These intermediate states present new figures of
milieus or materials, as well as of elements and compounds. They are inter-
mediaries between the exterior milieu and the interior element, substantial
elements and their compounds, compounds and substances, and between
the different formed substances (substances of content and substances of
expression). We will use the term epistrata for these intermediaries and
superpositions, these outgrowths, these levels. Returning to our two exam-
ples, on the crystalline stratum there are many intermediaries between the
exterior milieu or material and the interior seed: a multiplicity of perfectly
discontinuous states of metastability constituting so many hierarchical
degrees. Neither is the organic stratum separable from so-called interior
milieus that are interior elements in relation to exterior materials but also
exterior elements in relation to interior substances.!! These internal
organic milieusareknownto regulate the degree of complexity or differen-
tiation of the parts of an organism. A stratum, considered from the stand-
point of its unity of composition, therefore exists only in its substantial
epistrata, which shatter its continuity, fragment its ring, and break it down
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into gradations. The central ring does not exist independently of a periph-
ery that forms a new center, reacts back upon the first center, and in turn
gives forth discontinuous epistrata.

Thatis not all. In addition to this new or second-degree relativity of inte-
rior and exterior, there is a whole history on the level of the membrane or
limit. Tothe extent that elements and compounds incorporate orappropri-
ate materials, the corresponding organisms are forced to turn to other
“more foreign and less convenient” materials that they take from still
intact masses or other organisms. The milieu assumes a third figure here: it
is no longer aninterior or exterior milieu, even arelative one, nor an inter-
mediate milieu, but instead an annexed or associated milieu. Associated
milieus imply sources of energy different from alimentary materials.
Before these sources are obtained, the organism can be said to nourish
itself but not to breathe: itisin a state of suffocation. 2 Obtaining an energy
source permits an increase in the number of materials that can be trans-
formed into elements and compounds. The associated milieu is thus
defined by the capture of energy sources (respiration in the most general
sense), by the discernment of materials, the sensing of their presence or
absence (perception), and by the fabrication or nonfabrication of the corre-
sponding compounds (response, reaction). That there are molecular per-
ceptions no less than molecular reactions can be seen in the economy of the
cell and the property of regulatory agents to “recognize” only one or two
kinds of chemicalsin a very diverse milieu of exteriority. The development
of'the associated milieus culminates in the animal worlds described by von
Uexkiill, with all their active, perceptive, and energetic characteristics.
The unforgettable associated world of the Tick, defined by its gravitational
energy of falling, its olfactory characteristic of perceiving sweat, and its
active characteristic of latching on: the tick climbs a branch and dropsonto
a passing mammal it has recognized by smell, thenlatchesonto its skin (an
associated world composed of three factors, and no more). Active and per-
ceptive characteristics are themselves something of a double pincer, a dou-
ble articulation.!3

Here, the associated milieus are closely related to organic forms. An
organic form is not a simple structure but a structuration, the constitution
of an associated milieu. An animal milieu, such as the spider web, is no less
“morphogenetic” than the form of the organism. One certainly cannot say
that the milieu determines the form; but to complicate things, this does not
make the relation between form and milieu any less decisive. Since the
form depends on an autonomous code, it can only be constituted in an
associated milieu that interlaces active, perceptive, and energetic charac-
teristics in a complex fashion, in conformity with the code’s requirements;
and the form can develop only through intermediary milieus that regulate
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the speeds and rates of its substances; and it can experience itself onlyin a
milieu of exterioritythat measures the comparative ad vantages of the asso-
ciated milieus and the differential relations of the intermediary milieus.
Milieus always act, through selection, on entire organisms, the forms of
which depend on codes those milieus sanction indirectly. Associated
milieus divide a single milieu of exteriority among themselves as a func-
tion of different forms, just as intermediate milieus divide a milieu of
exteriority among themselves as a function of the rates or degrees of a sin-
gle form. But the dividing is done differently in the two cases. Inrelation to
the central belt of the stratum, the intermediate strata or milieus constitute
“epistrata” piled one atop the other, and form new centers for the new
peripheries. We will apply the term “parastrata” to the second way in which
the central belt fragments into sides and “besides,” and the irreducible
forms and milieus associated with them. This time, it is at the level of the
limit or membrane of the central belt that the formal relations or traits
common to all of the strata necessarily assume entirely different forms or
types of forms corresponding to the parastrata. A stratum existsonlyin its
epistrata and parastrata, sothatin the final analysis these must be consid-
ered strata in their own right. The ideally continuous belt or ring of the
stratum—the Ecumenon defined by the identity of molecular materials,
substantial elements, and formal relations—exists only as shattered, frag-
mented into epistrata and parastrata that imply concrete machines and
their respective indexes, and constitute different molecules, specific sub-
stances, and irreducible forms.!4

We may now returntothetwo fundamental contributions of Darwinism
and answer the question of why forms or types of forms in the parastrata
must be understood in relation to populations, and degrees of develop-
ment in the epistrata as rates or differential relations. First, parastrata
envelop the very codes upon which the forms depend, and these codes nec-
essarily apply to populations. There must already be an entire molecular
population to be coded, and the effects of the code, orachangein the code,
areevaluatedinrelation to a more or less molar population, dependingon
thecode’sability to propagate in the milieu or create for itself anew associ-
ated milieu within which the modification will be popularizable. Yes, we
must always think in terms of packs and multiplicities: a code does or does
not take hold because the coded individual belongs to a certain population,
“the population inhabiting test tubes, a flask full of water, or a mammal’s
intestine.” Whatdoes it mean to saythat new forms and associated milieus
potentially result from a change in the code, amodification of the code, or a
variation in the parastratum? The change is obviously not due to a passage
from one preestablished form to another, in other words, a translation
from one code to another. As long as the problem was formulated in that
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fashion, it remained insoluble, and one would have to agree with Cuvier
and Baer that established types of forms are irreducible and therefore do
not admit of translation or transformation. But as soon as it is recognized
that a code is inseparable from a process of decoding that is inherent to it,
the problem receives a new formulation. There is no genetics without
“genetic drift.” The modern theory of mutations has clearly demonstrated
that a code, which necessarily relates to a population, has an essential mar-
gin of decoding: not only does every code have supplements capable of free
variation, but a single segment may be copied twice, the second copy left
free for variation. In addition, fragments of code may be transferred from
the cells of one species to those of another, Man and Mouse, Monkey and
Cat, by viruses or through other procedures. This involves not translation
between codes (viruses are not translators) but a singular phenomenon we
call surplus value of code, or side-communication.!> We will have occasion
to discuss this further, for it is essential to all becomings-animal. Every
code is affected by a margin of decoding due to these supplements and sur-
plus values—supplements in the order of a multiplicity, surplus values in
the order of a rhizome. Forms in the parastrata, the parastrata themselves,
far from lying immobile and frozen upon the strata, are part of a machinic
interlock: they relate to populations, populations imply codes, and codes
fundamentally include phenomena of relative decoding that are all the
more usable, composable, and addable by virtue of being relative, always
“beside.”

Forms relate to codes and processes of coding and decoding in the
parastrata; substances, being formed matters, relate to territorialities and
movements of deterritorialization and reterritorialization on the epis-
trata. In truth, the epistrata are just as inseparable from the movements
that constitute them as the parastrata are from their processes. Nomadic
waves or flows of deterritorialization go from the central layer to the
periphery, then from the new center to the new periphery, falling back to
the old center and launching forth to the new.!® The organization of the
epistratamovesin the direction of increasing deterritorialization. Physical
particles and chemical substances cross thresholds of deterritorialization
on their own stratum and between strata; these thresholds correspond to
more or less stable intermediate states, to more or less transitory valences
and existences, to engagements with this or that other body, to densities of
proximity, to more or less localizable connections. Not only are physical
particles characterized by speeds of deterritorialization—Joycean
tachyons, particles-holes, and quarks recalling the fundamental idea of the
“soup”—Dbut a single chemical substance (sulfur or carbon, for example)
has a number of more and less deterritorialized states. The more interior
milieus an organism has on its own stratum, assuring its autonomy and
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bringing it into a set of aleatory relations with the exterior, the more
deterritorialized it is. That is why degrees of development must be under-
stood relatively, and as a function of differential speeds, relations, and
rates. Deterritorialization must be thought of as a perfectly positive power
that has degrees and thresholds (epistrata), is always relative, and has
reterritorialization as its flipside or complement. An organism that is
deterritorialized in relation to the exterior necessarily reterritorializes on
its interior milieus. A given presumed fragment of embryo is deterrito-
rialized when it changes thresholds or gradients, but is assigned a new role
by the new surroundings. Local movements are alterations. Cellular migra-
tion, stretching, invagination, folding are examples of this. Every voyageis
intensive, and occurs in relation to thresholds of intensity between which it
evolves or that it crosses. One travels by intensity; displacements and
spatial figures depend on intensive thresholds of nomadic deterritoriali-
zation (and thus on differential relations) that simultaneously define com-
plementary, sedentary reterritorializations. Every stratum operates this
way: by grasping in its pincers a maximum number of intensities or inten-
sive particles over which it spreads its forms and substances, constituting
determinate gradientsand thresholds of resonance (deterritorialization on
a stratum always occurs in relation to a complementary reterrito-
rialization).!?

As long as preestablished forms were compared to predetermined
degrees, all one could do was affirm their irreducibility, and there was no
way of judging possible communication between the two factors. But we
see now that forms depend on codes in the parastrata and plunge into pro-
cesses of decoding or drift and that degrees themselves are caught up in
movements of intensive territorialization and reterritorialization. There is
no simple correspondence between codes and territorialities on the one
hand and decodings and deterritorialization on the other: on the contrary,
a code may be a deterritorialization and a reterritorialization a decoding.
Wide gaps separate code and territoriality. The two factors nevertheless
have the same “subject” in a stratum: it is populations that are deter-
ritorialized and reterritorialized, and also coded and decoded. In addition,
these factors communicate or interlace in the milieus.

On the one hand, modifications of a code have an aleatory cause in the
milieu of exteriority, and it is their effects on the interior milieus, their
compatibility with them, that decide whether they will be popularized.
Deterritorializations and reterritorializations do not bring about the mod-
ifications; they do, however, strictly determine their selection. On the other
hand, every modification has an associated milieu that in turn entails a
certain deterritorialization in relation to the milieu of exteriority and a cer-
tain reterritorialization on intermediate or interior milieus. Perceptions
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and actions in an associated milieu, even those on a molecular level, con-
structor produce territorial signs (indexes). This is especially true of an ani-
mal world, which is constituted, marked off by signs that divide it into
zones (of shelter, hunting, neutrality, etc.), mobilize special organs, and
correspond to fragments of code; this is so even at the margin of decoding
inherent in the code. Even the domain of learning is defined by the code, or
prescribed by it. But indexes or territorial signs are inseparable from adou-
ble movement. Since the associated milieu always confronts a milieu of
exteriority with which the animal is engaged and in which it takes neces-
sary risks, a line of flight must be preserved to enable the animal to regain
its associated milieu when danger appears (for example, the bull’s line of
flightin the arena, which it uses to regain the turfit has chosen). 8 A second
kind of line of flight arises when the associated milieu is rocked by blows
from the exterior, forcing the animal to abandon it and strike up an associa-
tion with new portions of exteriority, this time leaning on its interior
milieus like fragile crutches. When the seas dried, the primitive Fish left its
associated milieu to explore land, forced to “stand on its own legs,” now
carrying water only on the inside, in the amniotic membranes protecting
the embryo. In one way or the other, the animal is more a fleer than a
fighter, but its flights are also conquests, creations. Territorialities, then,
are shot through with lines of flight testifying to the presence within them
of movements of deterritorialization and reterritorialization. In a certain
sense, they are secondary. They would be nothing without these move-
ments that deposit them. In short, the epistrata and parastrata are continu-
ally moving, sliding, shifting, and changing on the Ecumenon or unity of
composition of a stratum; some are swept away by lines of flight and move-
ments of deterritorialization, others by processes of decoding or drift, but
they all communicate at the intersection of the milieus. The strata are con-
tinually being shaken by phenomena of cracking and rupture, either at the
level of the substrata that furnish the materials (a prebiotic soup, a
prechemical soup . . .), at the level of the accumulating epistrata, or at the
level of the abutting parastrata: everywhere there arise simultaneous accel-
erations and blockages, comparative speeds, differences in deterrito-
rialization creating relative fields of reterritorialization.

These relative movements should most assuredly not be confused with
the possibility of absolute deterritorialization, an absolute line of flight,
absolute drift. The former are stratic or interstratic, whereas the latter con-
cern the plane of consistency and its destratification (its “combustion,” as
Geoffroy would say). There is no doubt that mad physical particles crash
through the strata as they accelerate, leaving minimal trace of their pas-
sage, escaping spatiotemporal and even existential coordinates as they
tend toward a state of absolute deterritorialization, the state of unformed
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matter on the plane of consistency. In a certain sense, the acceleration of
relative deterritorializations reaches the sound barrier: if the particles
bounce off this wall, or allow themselves to be captured by black holes, they
fall back onto the strata, into the strata’s relations and milieus; but if they
cross the barrier they reach the unformed, destratified element of the plane
of consistency. We may even say the the abstract machines that emit and
combine particles have two very different modes of existence: the Ecumenon
and the Planomenon. Either the abstract machines remain prisoner to
stratifications, are enveloped in a certain specific stratum whose program
or unity of composition they define (the abstract Animal, the abstract
chemical Body, Energy in itself) and whose movements of relative
deterritorialization they regulate, Or, on the contrary, the abstract machine
cuts across all stratifications, develops alone and in its own right on the
plane of consistency whose diagram it constitutes, the same machine at
work in astrophysics and in microphysics, in the natural and in the artifi-
cial, piloting flows of absolute deterritorialization (in no sense, of course, is
unformed matter chaos of any kind). But this presentation is still too
simplified.

First, one does not go from the relative to the absolute simply by acceler-
ation, even though increases in speed tend to have this comparative and
global result. Absolute deterritorialization is not defined as a giant acceler-
ator; its absoluteness does not hinge on how fast it goes. It is actually possi-
ble to reach the absolute by way of phenomena of relative slowness or delay.
Retarded development is an example. What qualifies a deterritorialization
is not its speed (some are very slow) but its nature, whether it constitutes
epistrata and parastrata and proceeds by articulated segments or, on the
contrary, jumps from one singularity to another following a nondecom-
posable, nonsegmentary line drawing a metastratum of the plane of consis-
tency. Second, under no circumstances must it be thought that absolute
deterritorialization comes suddenly of afterward, is in excess or beyond.
That would preclude any understanding of why the strata themselves are
animated by movements of relative deterritorialization and decoding that
are not like accidents occurring on them. In fact, what is primary is an abso-
lute deterritorialization an absolute line of flight, however complex or
multiple—that of the plane of consistency or body without organs (the
Earth, the absolutely deterritorialized). This absolute deterritorialization
becomes relative only after stratification occurs on that plane or body: It
is the strata that are always residue, not the opposite. The question is not
how something manages to leave the strata by how things get into them
in the first place. There is a perpetual immanence of absolute deterritori-
alization within relative deterritorialization; and the machinic assem-
blages between strata that regulate the differential relations and relative
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movements also have cutting edges of deterritorialization oriented toward
the absolute. The plane of consistency is always immanent to the strata; the
two states of the abstract machine always coexist as two different states of
intensities.

Most of the audience had left (the first to go were the Marinetians with
their double articulation, followed by the Hjelmslevians with their content
and expression, and the biologists with their proteins and nucleic acids).
The only ones left were the mathematicians, accustomed to other follies,
along with a few astrologers, archaeologists, and scattered individuals.
Challenger, moreover, had changed since the beginning of his talk. His
voice had become hoarser, broken occasionally by an apish cough. His
dream was not so much to give a lecture to humans as to provide a program
for pure computers. Or else he was dreaming of an axiomatic, for axi-
omatics deals essentially with stratification. Challenger was addressing
himself to memory only. Now that we had discussed what was constant and
what varied in a stratum from the standpoint of substances and forms, the
question remaining to be answered was what varied between strata from
the standpoint of content and expression. For if it is true that there is
always a real distinction constitutive of double articulation, a reciprocal
presupposition of content and expression, then what varies from one stra-
tum to another is the nature of this real distinction, and the nature and
respective positions of the terms distinguished. Let us start with a certain
group of strata that can be characterized summarily as follows: on these
strata, content (form and substance) is molecular, and expression (form
and substance) is molar. The difference between the two is primarily one of
order of magnitude or scale. Resonance, or the communication occurring
between the two independent orders, is what institutes the stratified sys-
tem. The molecular content of that system has its own form corresponding
to the distribution of elemental masses and the action of one molecule
upon another; similarly, expression has a form manifesting the statistical
aggregate and state of equilibrium existing on the macroscopic level.
Expression is like an “operation of amplifying structuration carrying the
active properties of the originally microphysical discontinuity to the
macrophysical level.”

We took as our point of departure cases of this kind on the geological
stratum, the crystalline stratum, and physicochemical strata, wherever the
molar can be said to express microscopic molecular interactions (“the crys-
tal is the macroscopic expression of a microscopic structure”; the “crystal-
line form expresses certain atomic or molecular characteristics of the
constituent chemical categories™). Of course, this still leaves numerous
possibilities, depending on the number and nature of the intermediate
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states, and also on the impact of exterior forces on the formation of expres-
sion. There may be a greater or lesser number of intermediate states
between the molecular and the molar; there may be a greater or lesser num-
ber of exterior forces or organizingcenters participating in the molar form.
Doubtless, these two factors are in an inverse relation to each other and
indicate limit-cases. For example, the molar form of expression may be of
the “mold” type, mobilizing a maximum of exterior forces; or it may be of
the “modulation” type, bringing into play only a minimum number of
them. Even in the case of the mold, however, there are nearly instantane-
ous, interior intermediate states between the molecular content that
assumes its own specific forms and the determinate molar expression of
the outside by the form of the mold. Conversely, even when the multiplica-
tion and temporalization of the intermediate states testify to the endo-
genous character of the molar form (as with crystals), a minimum of
exterior forces still intervene in each of the stages.!* We must therefore say
that the relative independence of content and expression, the real distinc-
tion between molecular content and molar expression with their respective
forms, has a special status enjoying a certain amount of latitude between
the limit-cases.

Since strata are judgments of God, one should not hesitate to apply all
the subtleties of medieval Scholasticism and theology. There is a real dis-
tinction between content and expression because the corresponding forms
are effectively distinct in the “thing” itself, and not only in the mind of the
observer. But this real distinction is quite special; it is only formal since the
two forms compose or shape a single thing, a single stratified subject. Vari-
ous examples of formal distinction can be cited: betweenscales or orders of
magnitude (as between a map and its model; or, in a different fashion,
between the micro- and macrophysical levels, as in the parable of
Eddington’s two offices); between the various states or formal reasons
through which a thing passes; between the thing in one form, and as
affected by a possibly exterior causality giving it a different form; and so
forth. (There is a proliferation of distinct forms because, in addition to
content and expression each having its own forms, intermediate states
introduce forms of expression proper to content and forms of content
proper to expression.)

Asdiverse and real asformal distinctions are,onthe organic stratum the
very nature of the distinction changes. As a result, the entire distribution
between content and expression is different. The organic stratum never-
theless preserves, and even amplifies, the relation between the molecular
and the molar, with all kinds of intermediate states. We saw thisin the case
of morphogenesis, where double articulation is inseparable from a com-
munication between two orders of magnitude. The same thing applies to
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cellular chemistry. But the organic stratum has a unique character that
must account for the amplifications. In a preceding discussion, expression
was dependent upon the expressed molecular content in all directions and
in every dimension and had independence only to the extent that it
appealedto a higher order of magnitude and to exterior forces: Thereal dis-
tinction was between forms, but forms belonging to the same aggregate, the
same thing or subject. Now, however, expression becomes independent in its
own right, in other words, autonomous. Before, the coding of a stratum was
coextensive with that stratum; on the organic stratum, on the other hand, it
takes place on an autonomous and independent line that detaches as much
as possible from the second and third dimensions. Expression ceases to be
voluminous or superficial, becoming linear, unidimensional (even in its
segmentarity). The essential thing is the linearity of the nucleic sequence.2®
The real distinction between content and expression, therefore, is not sim-
ply formal. It is strictly speaking real, and passes into the molecular, with-
out regard to order of magnitude. It is between two classes of molecules,
nucleic acids of expression and proteins of content, nucleic elements or
nucleotides and protein elements or amino acids. Both expression and
content are now molecular and molar. The distinction nolongerconcerns a
singleaggregate or subject; linearity takes us further in the direction of flat
multiplicities, rather than unity. Expression involves nucleotides and
nucleic acids as well as molecules that, in their substance and form, are
entirely independent not only of molecules of content but of any directed
action in the exterior milieu. Thus invariance is a characteristic of certain
molecules and is not found exclusively on the molar scale. Conversely, pro-
teins, in their substance and form of content, are equally independent of
nucleotides: the only thing univocally determined is that one amino acid
rather than another corresponds to a sequence of three nucleotides.! What
the linear form of expression determines is therefore a derivative form of
expression, one that is relative to content and that, through a folding back
upon itself of the protein sequence of the amino acids, finally yields the
characteristic three-dimensional structures. In short, what is specificto the
organic stratum is this alignment of expression, this exhaustion or detach-
ment of aline of expression, this reduction of form and substance of expres-
sion to a unidimensional line, guaranteeing their reciprocal independence
from content without having to account for orders of magnitude.

This has many consequences. The new configuration of expression and
content conditions not only the organism’s power to reproduce but also its
power to deterritorialize or accelerate deterritorialization. The alignment
of'the code or linearity of the nucleic sequence in fact marks a threshold of
deterritorialization of the “sign” that gives it a new ability to be copied and
makes the organism more deterritorialized than a crystal: only something
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deterritorialized is capable of reproducing itself. When content and
expressionare divided along the lines of the molecularand the molar, sub-
stances move from state to state, from the preceding state to the following
state, or from layer to layer, from an already constituted layer to a layer in
the process of forming, while forms install themselves at the limit between
the last layer or last state and the exterior milieu. Thus the stratum devel-
ops into epistrata and parastrata; this is accomplished through a set of
inductionsfromlayertolayer and state to state, oratthe limit. A crystal dis-
plays this process in its pure state, since its form expands in all directions,
but always as a function of the surface layer of the substance, which can be
emptied of most of its interior without interfering with the growth. Itis the
crystal’s subjugation to three-dimensionality, in other words its index of
territoriality, that makes the structure incapable of formally reproducing
and expressing itself; only the accessible surface can reproduce itself, since
it is the only deterritorializable part. On the contrary, the detachment of a
pure line of expression on the organic stratum makes it possible for the
organism to attain a much higher threshold of deterritorialization, gives it
a mechanism of reproduction covering all the details of its complex spatial
structure, and enables it to put all of its interior layers “topologically in
contact” with the exterior, or rather with the polarized limit (hence the spe-
cial role of the living membrane). The development of the stratum into
epistrata and parastrata occurs not through simple inductions but through
transductions that account for the amplification of the resonance between
the molecular and the molar, independently of order of magnitude; for the
functional efficacy of the interior substances, independently of distance;
and for the possibility of a proliferation and even interlacing of forms,
independently of codes (surplus values of code or phenomena of trans-
coding or aparallel evolution).22

There is a third major grouping of strata, defined less by a human
essence than, once again, by a new distribution of content and expression.
Form of contentbecomes “alloplastic” ratherthan “homoplastic”; in other
words, it bringsabout modifications in theexternal world. Form of expres-
sion becomes linguistic rather than genetic; in other words, it operates with
symbols that are comprehensible, transmittable, and modifiable from out-
side. What some call the properties of human beings—technology and
language, tool and symbol, free hand and supple larynx, “gesture and
speech”—are in fact properties of this new distribution. It would be diffi-
cult to maintain that the emergence of human beings marked the absolute
origin of this distribution. Leroi-Gourhan’s analyses give us an under-
standing of how contents came to be linked with the hand-tool couple and
expressions with the face-language couple.?? In this context, the hand must
not be thought of simply as an organ but instead as a coding (the digital



10,000 B.c.: THE GEOLOGY OF MORALS 0 61

code), a dynamic structuration, a dynamic formation (the manual form, or
manual formal traits). The hand as a general form of content is extended in
tools, which are themselves active forms implying substances, or formed
matters; finally, products are formed matters, or substances, which in turn
serve as tools. Whereas manual formal traits constitute the unity of compo-
sition of the stratum, the forms and substances of tools and products are
organized into parastrata and epistrata that themselves function as verita-
ble strata and mark discontinuities, breakages, communications and diffu-
sions, nomadisms and sedentarities, multiple thresholds and speeds of
relative deterritorialization in human populations. For with the hand as a
formal trait or general form of content a major threshold of deterri-
torialization is reached and opens, an accelerator that in itself permits a
shifting interplay of comparative deterritorializations and reterritorial-
izations—what makes this acceleration possible is, precisely, phenomena
of “retarded development” in the organic substrata. Not only is the hand a
deterritorialized front paw; the hand thus freed is itself deterritorialized in
relation to the grasping and locomotive hand of the monkey. The synergis-
tic deterritorializations of other organs (for example, the foot) must be
taken into account. So must correlative deterritorializations of the milieu:
the steppe as an associated milieu more deterritorialized than the forest,
exerting a selective pressure of deterritorialization upon the body and tech-
nology (it was on the steppe, not in the forest, that the hand was able to
appear as a free form, and fire as a technologically formable matter).
Finally, complementary reterritorializations must be taken into account
(the foot as a compensatory reterritorialization for the hand, also
occurring on the steppe). Maps should be made of these things, organic,
ecological, and technological maps one can lay out on the plane of
consistency.

On the other hand, language becomes the new form of expression, or
rather the set of formal traits defining the new expression in operation
throughout the stratum. Just as manual traits exist only in forms and
formed matters that shatter their continuity and determine the distribu-
tion of their effects, formal traits of expression exist only in a diversity of
formal languages and imply one or several formable substances. The sub-
stance involved is fundamentally vocal substance, which brings into play
various organic elements: not only the larynx, but the mouth and lips, and
the overall motricity of the face. Once again, a whole intensive map must
be accounted for: the mouth as a deterritorialization of the snout (the
whole “conflict between the mouth and the brain,” as Perrier called it); the
lips as a deterritorialization of the mouth (only humans have lips, in other
words, an outward curling of the interior mucous membranes; only human
females have breasts, in other words, deterritorialized mammary glands:
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the extended nursing period advantageous for language learning is accom-
panied by a complementary reterritorialization of the lips on the breasts,
and the breasts on the lips). What a curious deterritorialization, filling
one’s mouth withwordsinstead of food and noises. The steppe, once more,
seems to haveexertedstrongpressures of selection: the “supple larynx”is a
development corresponding to the free hand and could have arisen only in
a deforested milieu where it is no longer necessary to have gigantic laryn-
geal sacks in order for one’s cries to be heard above the constant din of the
forest. To articulate, to speak, is to speak softly. Everyone knows that lum-
berjacks rarely talk.24 Physiological, acoustic, and vocal substance are not
the only things that undergo all these deterritorializations. The form of
expression, as language, also crosses a threshold.

Vocal signs have temporal linearity, and it is this superlinearity that con-
stitutes their specific deterritorialization and differentiates them from
genetic linearity. Genetic linearity is above all spatial, even though its seg-
ments are constructed and reproduced in succession; thus at this level it
does not require effective overcoding of any kind, only phenomena of end-
to-end connection, local regulations, and partial interactions (overcoding
takes place only at the level of integrations implying different orders of
magnitude). Thatis why Jacob isreluctant to compare the geneticcodetoa
language; in fact, the genetic code has neither emitter, receiver, compre-
hension, nor translation, only redundancies and surplus values.?* The tem-
poral linearity of language expression relates not only to a succession but to
a formal synthesis of succession in which time constitutes a process of lin-
ear overcoding and engenders a phenomenonunknownon the other strata:
translation, translatability, as opposed to the previous inductions and
transductions. Translation should not be understood simply as the ability
of one language to “represent”in some way the givens of another language,
but beyond that as the ability of language, with its own givens on its own
stratum, to represent all the other strata and thus achieve a scientific con-
ception of the world. The scientific world ( Welt, as opposed to the Umwelt
of the animal) is the translation of all of the flows, particles, codes, and ter-
ritorialities of the other strata into a sufficiently deterritorialized system of
signs, in other words, into an overcoding specific to language. This prop-
erty of overcoding or superlinearity explains why, in language, not only is
expression independent of content, but form of expression is independent
of substance: translation is possible because the same form can pass from
one substance to another, which is not the case for the genetic code, for
example, between RNA and DNA chains. We will see later on how this situ-
ation gives rise to certain imperialist pretentions on behalf of language,
which are naively expressed in such formulas as: “Every semiology of a
nonlinguistic system must use the medium oflanguage. . . . Language is the
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interpreter of all the other systems, linguistic and nonlinguistic.” This
amountsto defining an abstract character of language and then saying that
the other strata can share in that character only by being spoken in lan-
guage. That is stating the obvious. More positively, it must be noted that
the immanence within language of universal translation means that its
epistrata and parastrata, with respect to superpositions, diffusions, com-
munications, and abutments, operate in an entirely different manner than
those of other strata: all human movements, even the most violent, imply
translations.

Wehave to hurry, Challenger said, we’re being rushed by the line of time
on this third stratum. So we have a new organization of content and
expression, each with its own forms and substances: technological content,
semiotic or symbolic expression. Content should be understood not sim-
ply as the hand and tools but as a technical social machine that preexists
them and constitutes states of force or formations of power. Expression
should be understood not simply as the face and language, or individual
languages, but as a semiotic collective machine that preexists them and
constitutes regimes of signs. A formation of power is much more than a
tool; a regime of signs is much more than a language. Rather, they act as
determining and selective agents, as much in the constitution of languages
and tools as in their usages and mutual or respective diffusions and com-
munications. The third stratum sees the emergence of Machines that are
fully a part of that stratum but at the same time rear up and stretch their
pincers out in all directions at all the other strata. Is this not like an interme-
diate state between the two states of the abstract Machine?—the state in
which it remains enveloped in a corresponding stratum (ecumenon), and
the state in which it develops in its own right on the destratified plane of
consistency (planomenon). The abstract machine begins to unfold, to
stand to full height, producing anillusion exceeding all strata, even though
the machine itself still belongs to a determinate stratum. This is, obviously,
the illusion constitutive of man (who does man think he is?). This illusion
derives from the overcoding immanent to language itself. But what is not
illusory are the newdistributions between content and expression: techno-
logical content characterized by the hand-tool relation and, at a deeper
level, tied to a social Machine and formations of power; symbolic expres-
sion characterized by face-language relations and, at a deeper level, tied to
a semiotic Machine and regimes of signs. On both sides, the epistrata and
parastrata, the superposed degrees and abutting forms, attain more than
ever before the status of autonomous strata in their own right. In cases
where we can discern two different regimes of signs or two different forma-
tions of power, we shall say that they are in fact two different strata in
human populations.
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What precisely is the relation now between content and expression, and
what type of distinction is there between them? It’s all in the head. Yet
never was a distinction more real. What we are trying to say is that there is
indeed one exterior milieu for the entire stratum, permeating the entire
stratum: the cerebral-nervous milieu. It comes from the organic substra-
tum, but of course that substratum does not merely play the role of a sub-
stratum or passive support. It is no less complex in organization. Rather, it
constitutes the prehuman soup immersing us. Our hands and faces are
immersed in it. The brain is a population, a set of tribes tending toward two
poles. In Leroi-Gourhan’s analyses of the constitution of these two polesin
the soup—one of which depends on the actions of the face,the otheronthe
hand—their correlation or relativity does not preclude a real distinction
between them; quite the contrary, it entails one, as the reciprocal presuppo-
sition of two articulations, the manual articulation of content and the
facial articulation of expression. And the distinction is not simply real, as
between molecules, things, or subjects; it has become essential (as they
used to say in the Middle Ages), as between attributes, genres of being, or
irreducible categories: things and words. Yet we find that the most general
of movements, the one by which each of the distinct articulationsis already
doublein its own right, carries over onto this level; certain formal elements
of content play the role of expression in relation to content proper, and cer-
tain formal elements of expression play the role of content in relation to
expression proper. In the first case, Leroi-Gourhan shows how the hand
creates a whole world of symbols, a whole pluridimensional language, not
to be confused with unilinear verbal language, which constitutes a radiat-
ing expression specific to content (he sees this as the origin of writing).26
The second case is clearly displayed in the double articulation specific to
language itself, since phonemes form a radiating content specific to the
expression of monemes as linear significant segments (it is only under
these conditions that double articulation as a general characteristic of
strata has the linguistic meaning Martinet attributes to it). Our discussion
of the relations between content and expression, the real distinction
between them, and the variations of those relations and that distinction on
the major types of strata, is now provisionally complete.

Challenger wanted to go faster and faster. Noone wasleft, but he wenton
anyway. Thechange in his voice, and in hisappearance, was growing more
and more pronounced. Something animalistic in him had begun to speak
when he started talking about human beings. You still couldn’t put your
finger on it, but Challenger seemed to be deterritorializing on the spot. He
still had three problems he wanted to discuss. The first seemed primarily
terminological: Under what circumstances may we speak of signs? Should
we say they are everywhere on all the strata and that there is a sign when-
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ever there is a form of expression? We may summarily distinguish three
kinds of signs: indexes (territorial signs), symbols (deterritorialized signs),
and icons (signs of reterritorialization). Should we say that there are signs
on all the strata, under the pretext that every stratum includes territoriali-
ties and movements of deterritorialization and reterritorialization? This
kind of expansive method is very dangerous, because it lays the ground-
work for or reinforces the imperialism of language, if only by relying on its
function as universal translatoror interpreter. It is obvious that there is no
system of signs common to all strata, not even in the form of a semiotic
“chora” theoretically prior to symbolization.?” It would appear that we
may accurately speak of signs only when there is a distinction between
forms of expression and forms of content that is not only real but also cate-
gorical. Under these conditions, there is a semiotic system on the corre-
sponding stratum because the abstract machine has precisely that fully
erect posture that permits it to “write,” in other words, to treat language
and extract a regime of signs from it. But before it reaches that point, in
so-called natural codings, the abstract machine remains enveloped in the
strata: It does not write in any way and has no margin of latitude allowing it
to recognize something as a sign (except in the strictly territorial sense of
animalsigns). After that point, the abstract machine develops on the plane
of consistency and no longer has any way of making a categorical distinc-
tion between signs and particles; for example, it writes, but flush with the
real, it inscribes directly upon the plane of consistency. It therefore seems
reasonabletoreservethe word “sign” in the strict sense for the last group of
strata. This terminological discussion would be entirely without interest if
it did not bring us to yet another danger: not the imperialism of language
affecting all of the strata, but the imperialism of the signifier affecting lan-
guage itself, affecting all regimes of signs and the entire expanse of the
strata upon which they are located. The question here is not whether there
are signs on every stratum but whether all signs are signifiers, whether all
signs are endowed with signifiance, whether the semiotic of signs is neces-
sarily linked to a semiology of the signifier. Those who take this route may
even be led to forgo the notion of the sign, for the primacy of the signifier
overlanguage guarantees the primacy of language overall of the strataeven
more effectively than the simple expansion of the sign in all directions.
What we are sayingis that the illusion specific to thisposture of the abstract
Machine, the illusion that one can grasp and shuffle all the strata between
one’s pincers, can be better secured through the erection of the signifier
than through the extension of the sign (thanks to signifiance, language can
claim to be in direct contact with the strata without having to go through
the supposed signs on each one). But we're still going in the same circle,
we're still spreading the same canker.
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The linguistic relation between the signifier and signified has, of course,
been conceived in many different ways. It has been said that they are
arbitrary; that they are as necessary to each other as the two sides of the
sameleaf;that they correspond term by term, or else globally; and that they
are so ambivalent as to be indistinguishable. In any event, the signified is
thought not to exist outside of its relationship with signifier, and the ulti-
mate signified is the very existence of the signifier, extrapolated beyond the
sign. There is only one thing that can be said about the signifier: it is Redun-
dancy, it is the Redundant. Hence its incredible despotism, and its success.
Theories of arbitrariness, necessity, term-by-term or global correspon-
dence, and ambivalence serve the same cause: the reduction of expression
to the signifier. Yet forms of content and forms of expression are highly
relative, always in a state of reciprocal presupposition. The relations
between their respective segments are biunivocal, exterior, and “de-
formed.” There is never conformity between the two, or from one to the
other. There is always real independence and a real distinction; even to fit
the forms together, and to determine the relations between them, requires a
specific, variable assemblage. None of these characteristics applies to the
signifier-signified relation, even though some seem to coincide with it par-
tially and accidentally. Overall, these characteristics stand in radical oppo-
sition to the scenario of the signifier. A form of content is not a signified,
any more than a form of expression is a signifier.28 This is true for all the
strata, including those on which language plays a role.

Signifier enthusiasts take an oversimplified situation as their implicit
model: word and thing. From the word they extract the signifier, and from
the thing a signified in conformity with the word, and therefore subjugated
to the signifier. They operate in a sphere interior to and homogeneous with
language. Let us follow Foucault in his exemplary analysis, which, though
it seems not to be, is eminently concerned with linguistics. Take a thing like
the prison: the prison is a form, the “prison-form”; it is a form of content on
a stratum and is related to other forms of content (school, barracks, hospi-
tal, factory). This thing or form does not refer back to the word “prison”
but to entirely different words and concepts, such as “delinquent” and
“delinquency,” which express a new way of classifying, stating, translating,
and even committing criminal acts. “Delinquency” is the form of expres-
sion in reciprocal presupposition with the form of content “prison.” Delin-
quency is in no way a signifier, even a juridical signifier, the signified of
which would be the prison. That would flatten the entire analysis. More-
over, the form of expression is reducible not to words but to a set of state-
ments arising in the social field considered as a stratum (that is what a
regime of signs is). The form of content is reducible not to a thing butto a
complex state of things as a formation of power (architecture, regimenta-
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tion, etc.). We could say that there are two constantly intersecting multipli-
cities, “discursive multiplicities” of expression and “nondiscursive multi-
plicities” of content. It is even more complex than that because the prison
as a form of content has a relative expressionall its own; there are all kinds
of statements specific to it that do not necessarily coincide with the state-
ments of delinquency. Conversely, delinquency as a form of expression has
an autonomous content all its own, since delinquency expresses not only a
new way of evaluating crimes but a new way of committing them. Form of
content and form of expression, prison and delinquency: each has its own
history, microhistory, segments. At most, along with other contents and
expressions, they imply a shared state of the abstract Machine acting not at
all as a signifier but as a kind of diagram (a single abstract machine for the
prison and the school and the barracks and the hospital and the fac-
tory .. .). Fitting the two types of forms together, segments of content and
segments of expression, requires a whole double-pincered, or rather
double-headed, concrete assemblage taking their real distinction into
account. It requires a whole organization articulating formations of power
and regimes of signs, and operating on the molecular level (societies char-
acterized by what Foucault calls disciplinary power).2? In short, we should
never oppose words to things that supposedly correspond to them, nor
signifiers to signifieds that are supposedly in conformity with them. What
should be opposed are distinct formalizations, in a state of unstable equi-
librium or reciprocal presupposition. “Iz is in vain that we say what we see;
what we see never resides in what we say.”3° As in school: there is not just one
writing lesson, that of the great redundant Signifier for any and all
signifieds. There are twodistinct formalizations in reciprocal presupposi-
tion and constituting a double-pincer: the formalization of expression in
the reading and writing lesson (with its own relative contents), and the
formalization of content in the lesson of things (with their own relative
expressions). We are never signifier or signified. We are stratified.

The preferred method would be severely restrictive, as opposed to the
expansive method that places signs on all strata or signifier in all signs
(although at the limit it may forgo signs entirely). First, there exist forms of
expression without signs (for example, the genetic code has nothing to do
with a language). It is only under certain conditions that strata can be said
to include signs; signs cannot be equated with language in general but are
defined by regimes of statements that are so many real usages or functions
oflanguage. Then why retain the word sign for these regimes, which forma-
lize an expression without designating or signifying the simultaneous con-
tents, which are formalized in a different way? Signs are not signs of a thing;
they are signs of deterritorialization and reterritorialization, they mark a
certain threshold crossed in the course of these movements, and it is for
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this reason that the word should be retained (as we have seen, this applies
even to animal “signs”).

Next, if we consider regimes of signs using this restrictive definition, we
see that they are not, or not necessarily, signifiers. Just as signs designate
only a certain formalization of expression in a determinate group of strata,
signifiance itself designates only one specific regime among a number of
regimes existing in that particular formalization. Just as there are ase-
miotic expressions, or expressions without signs, there are asemiological
regimes of signs, asignifying signs, both on the strata and on the plane of
consistency. The most that can be said of signifiance isthatit characterizes
oneregime, which is not even the most interesting or modern or contempo-
rary one, but is perhaps only more pernicious, cancerous, and despotic
than the others, and more steeped in illusion than they.

In any case, content and expression are never reducible to signified-
signifier. And (this is the second problem) neither are they reducible to
base-superstructure. One can no more posit a primacy of content as the
determining factor than a primacy of expression as a signifying system.
Expression can never be made into a form reflecting content, even if one
endows it with a “certain” amount of independence and a certain potential
for reacting, if only because so-called economic content already has a form
and even forms of expression that are specific to it. Form of content and
form of expression involve two parallel formalizations in presupposition:
it is obvious that their segments constantly intertwine, embed themselves
in one another; but this is accomplished by the abstract machine from
which the two forms derive, and by machinic assemblages that regulate
their relations. If this parallelism is replaced by a pyramidal image, then
content (including its form) becomes an economic base of production dis-
playing all of the characteristics of the Abstract; the assemblages become
the first story of a superstructure that, as such, is necessarily situated
within a State apparatus; the regimes of signs and forms of expression
become the second story of the superstructure, defined by ideology. It isn’t
altogether clear where language should go, since the great Despot decided
thatit should bereserved a special place, as the common good of the nation
and the vehicle for information. Thus one misconstrues the nature of lan-
guage, which exists only in heterogeneous regimes of signs, and rather than
circulating information distributes contradictory orders. It misconstrues
the nature of regimes of signs, which express organizations of power or
assemblages and have nothing to do withideology as the supposed expres-
sion of a content (ideology is a most execrable concept obscuring all of the
effectively operating social machines). It misconstrues the nature of orga-
nizations of power, which are in no way located within a State apparatus
but rather are everywhere, effecting formalizations of content and expres-
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sion, the segments of which they intertwine. Finally, it misconstrues the
nature of content, which isin no way economic “in the last instance,” since
there are as many directly economic signs or expressions as there are
noneconomic contents. Nor can the status of social formations be analyzed
by throwing some signifierinto the base, or vice versa, or a bit of phallus or
castration into political economy, or a bit of economics or politics into
psychoanalysis.

There is a third problem. It is difficult to elucidate the system of the
strata without seeming to introduce a kind of cosmic or even spiritual evo-
lution from one to the other, as if they were arranged in stages and ascended
degrees of perfection. Nothing of the sort. The different figures of content
and expression are not stages. There is no biosphere or noosphere, but
everywhere the same Mechanosphere. If one begins by considering the
strata in themselves, it cannot be said that one is less organized than
another. This even applies to astratum serving as a substratum: there is no
fixed order, and one stratum can serve directly as a substratum for another
without the intermediaries one would expect there to be from the stand-
point of stagesand degrees (forexample, microphysical sectors can serve as
an immediate substratum for organic phenomena). Or the apparentorder
can be reversed, with cultural or technical phenomena providing a fertile
soil, a good soup, for the development of insects, bacteria, germs, or even
particles. The industrial age defined as the age of insects . . . It’s even worse
nowadays: you can’t even tell in advance which stratum is going to commu-
nicate with which other, or in what direction. Above all, there is no lesser,
no higher or lower, organization; the substratum is an integral part of the
stratum, is bound up with it as the milieu in which change occurs, and not
an increase in organization.3 Furthermore, if we consider the plane of con-
sistency we note that the most disparate of things and signs move upon it: a
semiotic fragment rubs shoulders with a chemical interaction, an electron
crashes into a language, a black hole captures a genetic message, a crystalli-
zation produces a passion, the wasp and the orchid cross a letter. . . There
is no “like” here, we are not saying “like an electron,” “like an interaction,”
etc. The plane of consistency is the abolition of all metaphor; all that con-
sists is Real. These are electrons in person, veritable black holes, actual
organites, authentic sign sequences. It’s just that they have been uprooted
from their strata, destratified, decoded, deterritorialized, and that is what
makes their proximity and interpenetration in the plane of consistency
possible. A silent dance. The plane of consistency knows nothing of di ffer-
ences in level, orders of magnitude, or distances. It knows nothing of the dif-
ference between the artificial and the natural. It knows nothing of the
distinction between contents and expressions, or that between forms and
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Sformed substances; these things exist only by means of and in relation tothe
strata.

But how can one still identify and name things if they have lost the strata
that qualified them, if they have gone into absolute deterritorialization?
Eyes are black holes, but what are black holes and eyes outside their strata
and territorialities? What it comes down to is that we cannot content our-
selves with a dualism or summary opposition between the strata and the
destratified plane of consistency. The strata themselves are animated and
defined by relative speeds of deterritorialization; moreover, absolute
deterritorialization is there from the beginning, and the strata are spin-
offs, thickenings on a plane of consistency that is everywhere, always pri-
mary and always immanent. In addition, the plane of consistency is
occupied, drawn by the abstract Machine; the abstract Machine exists
simultaneously developed on the destratified plane it draws, and envel-
oped in each stratum whose unity of composition it defines, and even half-
erected in certain strata whose form of prehension it defines. That which
racesor dancesupon the plane of consistency thuscarries with it the aura of
its stratum, an undulation, a memory or tension. The plane of consistency
retains just enough of the stratatoextract from them variables that operate
in the plane of consistency as its own functions. The plane of consistency,
or planomenon, is in no way an undifferentiated aggregate of unformed
matters, but neither is it a chaos of formed matters of every kind. It is true
that on the plane of consistency there are no longer forms or substances,
content or expression, respective and relative deterritorializations. But
beneath the forms and substances of the strata the plane of consistency (or
the abstract machine) constructs continuums of intensity: it creates conti-
nuity for intensities that it extracts from distinct forms and substances.
Beneath contents and expressions the plane of consistency (or the abstract
machine) emits and combines particles-signs that set the most asignifying
of signs to functioning in the most deterritorialized of particles. Beneath
relative movements the plane of consistency (or the abstract machine) per-
forms conjunctions of flows of deterritorialization that transform the
respective indexes into absolute values. The only intensities known to the
strataare discontinuous, bound up in forms and substances; the only parti-
clesare divided into particles of content and articles of expression; the only
deterritorialized flows are disjointed and reterritorialized. Continuum of
intensities, combined emission of particles or signs-particles, conjunction
of deterritorialized flows: these are the three factors proper to the plane of
consistency; they are broughtabout by the abstract machine and are consti-
tutive of destratification. Now there is no hint in all of this of a chaotic
white night or an undifferentiated black night. There are rules, rules of
“plan(n)ing,” of diagramming, as we will see later on, or elsewhere. The
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abstract machineisnot random; the continuities, emissions and combina-
tions, and conjunctions do not occur in just any fashion.

A final distinction must now be noted. Not only does the abstract
machine have different simultaneous states accounting for the complex-
ity of what takes place on the plane of consistency, but the abstract
machine should not be confused with what we call a concrete machinic
assemblage. The abstract machine sometimes develops upon the plane of
consistency, whose continuums, emissions, and conjugations it con-
structs, and sometimes remains enveloped in a stratum whose unity of
composition and force of attraction or prehension it defines. The
machinic assemblage is something entirely different from the abstract
machine, even though it is very closely connected with it. First, on a stra-
tum, it performs the coadaptations of content and expression, ensures
biunivocal relationships between segments of content and segments of
expression, and guides the division of the stratum into epistrata and
parastrata. Next, between strata, it ensures the relation to whatever
serves as a substratum and brings about the corresponding changes in
organization. Finally, it is in touch with the plane of consistency because
it necessarily effectuates the abstract machine on a particular stratum,
between strata, and in the relation between the strata and the plane. An
assemblage (for example, the smith’s anvil among the Dogons) is neces-
sary for the articulations of the organic stratumto come about. An assem-
blage is necessary for the relation between two strata to come about. And
an assemblage is necessary for organisms to be caught within and perme-
ated by asocial field that utilizes them: Must not the Amazons amputate a
breast to adapt the organic stratum to a warlike technological stratum, as
though at the behest of a fearsome woman-bow-steppe assemblage?
Assemblages are necessary for states of force and regimes of signs tointer-
twine their relations. Assemblages are necessary in order for the unity of
composition enveloped in a stratum, the relations between a given stra-
tum and the others, and the relation between these strata and the plane of
consistency to be organized rather than random. In every respect,
machinic assemblages effectuate the abstract machine insofar as it is
developed on the plane of consistency or enveloped in a stratum. The
most important problem of all: given a certain machinic assemblage,
what is its relation of effectuation with theabstract machine? How does it
effectuate it, with what adequation? Classify assemblages. What we call
the mechanosphere is the set of all abstract machines and machinic
assemblages outside the strata, on the strata, or between strata.

The system of the strata thus has nothing to do with signifier and signi-
fied, base and superstructure, mind and matter. All of these are ways of
reducing the strata to a single stratum, or of closing the system in on itself
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by cutting it off from the plane of consistency as destratification. We had to
summarize before welost our voice. Challenger was finishing up. His voice
had become unbearably shrill. He was suffocating. His hands were becom-
ing elongated pincers that had become incapable of grasping anything but
could still vaguely point to things. Some kind of matter seemed to be pour-
ing out from the double mask, the two heads; it was impossible to tell
whether it was getting thicker or more watery. Some of the audience had
returned, but only shadows and prowlers. “You hear that? It’s an animal’s
voice.” So the summary would have to be quick, the terminology would
haveto be set down as well as possible, for no good reason. There was a first
group of notions: the Body without Organs or the destratified Plane of
Consistency; the Matter of the Plane, that which occurs on the body or
plane (singular, nonsegmented multiplicities composed of intensive con-
tinuums, emissions of particles-signs, conjunctions of flows); and the
abstract Machine, or abstract Machines, insofar as they construct that
body or draw that plane or “diagram” what occurs (lines of flight, or abso-
lute deterritorializations).

Then there wasthe system of the strata. On the intensive continuum, the
strata fashion forms and form matters into substances. In combined emis-
sions, they make the distinction between expressions and contents, units of
expression and units of content, for example, signs and particles. In con-
junctions, they separate flows, assigning them relative movements and
diverse territorialities, relative deterritorializations and complementary
reterritorializations. Thus the strata set up everywhere double articula-
tions animated by movements: forms and substances of content and forms
and substances of expression constituting segmentary multiplicities with
relationsthataredeterminableineverycase. Sucharethe strata. Each stra-
tum is a double articulation of content and expression, both of which are
really distinct and in a state of reciprocal presupposition. Content and
expression intermingle, and it is two-headed machinic assemblages that
place their segmentsin relation. What varies from stratum tostratumis the
nature of the real distinction between content and expression, the nature of
the substances as formed matters, and the nature of the relative move-
ments. We may make a summary distinction between three major types of
real distinction: the real-formal distinction between orders of magnitude,
with the establishment of a resonance of expression (induction); the real-
real distinction between different subjects, with the establishment of a
linearity of expression (transduction); and the real-essential distinction
between different attributes or categories, with the establishment of a
superlinearity of expression (translation).

Each stratum serves as the substratum for another stratum. Each stra-
tum has a unity of composition defined by its milieu, substantial elements,
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and formal traits (Ecumenon). But it divides into parastrata according to
its irreducible forms and associated milieus, and into epistrata according
to its layers of formed substances and intermediary milieus. Epistrata and
parastrata must themselves be thought of as strata. A machinic assemblage
is an interstratum insofar as it regulates the relations between strata, as well
as the relations between contents and expressions on each stratum, in
conformity with the preceding divisions. A single assemblage can borrow
from different strata, and with a certain amount of apparent disorder;
conversely, a stratum or element of a stratum can join others in function-
ing in a different assemblage. Finally, the machinic assemblage is a
metastratum because it is also in touch with the plane of consistency and
necessarily effectuates the abstract machine. The abstract machine exists
enveloped in each stratum, whose Ecumenon or unity of composition it
defines, and developed on the plane of consistency, whose destratification
it performs (the Planomenon). Thus when the assemblages fit together the
variables of a stratum as a function of its unity, they also bring about a spe-
cific effectuation of the abstract machine as it exists outside the strata.
Machinic assemblages are simultaneously located at the intersection of the
contents and expression on each stratum, and at the intersection of all of
the strata with the plane of consistency. They rotate in all directions, like
beacons.

It wasover. Only later on wouldall of this take on concrete meaning. The
double-articulated mask had come undone, and so had the gloves and the
tunic, from which liquids escaped. As they streamed away they seemed to
eat at thestrata of the lecture hall, which wasfilled with fumes of olibanum
and “hung with strangely figured arras.” Disarticulated, deterritorialized,
Challenger muttered that he was taking the earth with him, that he was
leaving for the mysterious world, his poison garden. He whispered some-
thing else: it is by headlong flight that things progress and signs proliferate.
Panic is creation. A young woman cried out, her face “convulsed with a
wilder, deeper, and more hideous epilepsy of stark panic than they had seen
on human countenance before.” No one had heard the summary, and no
one tried tokeep Challenger fromleaving. Challenger, or whatremained of
him, slowly hurried toward the plane of consistency, following a bizarre tra-
jectory with nothing relative left about it. He tried to slip into an assem-
blage serving as a drum-gate, the particle Clock with its intensive clicking
and conjugated rhythms hammering out the absolute: “The figure slumped
oddly into a posture scarcely human, and began a curious, fascinated sort
of shuffle toward the coffin-shaped clock. . . . The figure had now reached
the abnormal clock, and the watchers saw through the dense fumes a
blurred black claw fumbling with the tall, hieroglyphed door. The fumbling
made a queer, clicking sound. Then the figure entered the coffin-shaped
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case and pulled the door shut after it. . . . The abnormal clicking went on,
beating out the dark, cosmic rhythm which underlies all mystical gate-
openings”32—the Mechanosphere, or rhizosphere.



4. November 20, 1923—Postulates of
Linguistics

The Order-word Assemblage

1. “Language Is Informational and Communicational”

When the schoolmistress instructs her students on a rule of grammar or
arithmetic, she is not informing them, any more than she is informing her-
self when she questions a student. She does not so much instruct as
“insign,” give orders or commands. A teacher’scommands are not external
or additional to what he or she teaches us. They do not flow from primary
significations or result from information: an order always and already con-
cerns prior orders, which is why ordering is redundancy. The compulsory
education machine does not communicate information; it imposes upon
the child semiotic coordinates possessing all of the dual foundations of

75
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grammar (masculine-feminine, singular-plural, noun-verb, subject of the
statement-subject of enunciation, etc.). The elementary unit of language—
the statement—is the order-word.! Rather than common sense, a faculty
for the centralization of information, we must define an abominable
faculty consisting in emitting, receiving, and transmitting order-words.
Language is made nottobe believed but tobe obeyed, and to compel obedi-
ence. “The baroness has not the slightest intention of convincing me of her
sincerity; she is simply indicating that she prefers to see me pretend to
agree.”? We see this in police or government announcements, which often
have little plausibility or truthfulness, but say very clearly what should be
observed and retained. The indifference to any kind of credibility exhib-
ited by these announcements often verges on provocation. This is proof
that the issue lies elsewhere. Let people say...: that is all language
demands. Spengler notes that the fundamental forms of speech are not the
statement of a judgment or the expression of a feeling, but “the command,
the expression of obedience, the assertion, the question, the affirmation or
negation,” veryshort phrases that command life and are inseparable from
enterprises and large-scale projects: “Ready?” “Yes.” “Go ahead.” Words
are not tools, but we give children language, pens, and notebooks as we give
workers shovels and pickaxes. A rule of grammar is a power marker before
it is a syntactical marker. The order does not refer to prior significations or
to a prior organization of distinctive units. Quite the opposite. Informa-
tion is only the strict minimum necessary for the emission, transmission,
and observation of orders as commands. One must be just informed
enough not to confuse “Fire!” with “Fore!” orto avoid the unfortunate situ-
ation of the teacher and the student as described by Lewis Carroll (the
teacher, at the top of the stairs, asksa question that is passed on by servants,
who distort it at each step of the way, and the student, below in the court-
yard, returns an answer that is also distorted at each stage of the trip back).
Language is not life; it gives life orders. Life does not speak; it listens and
waits.? Every order-word, even a father’s to his son, carries a little death
sentence—a Judgment, as Kafka put it.

The hard part is to specify the status and scope of the order-word. It is
not a question of the origin of language, since the order-word is only a
language-function, a function coextensive with language. If language
always seems to presuppose itself, if we cannot assign it a nonlinguistic
point of departure, it is because language does not operate between some-
thing seen (or felt) and something said, but always goes from saying to say-
ing. We believe that narrative consists not in communicating what one has
seen but in transmitting what one has heard, what someone else said to
you. Hearsay. It does not even suffice to invoke a vision distorted by pas-
sion. The “first” language, or rather the first determination of language, is
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not the trope or metaphor but indirect discourse. The importance some
have accorded metaphor and metonymy proves disastrous for the study of
language. Metaphorsand metonymies are merely effects; they area part of
language only when they presuppose indirect discourse. There are many
passions in a passion, all manner of voices in a voice, murmurings, speak-
ing in tongues: that is why all discourse is indirect, and the translative
movement proper to language is that of indirect discourse.’ Benveniste
denies that the bee has language, even though it has an organic coding pro-
cess and even uses tropes. It has no language because it can communicate
what it has seen but not transmit what has been communicated to it. A bee
that has seen a food source can communicate the message to bees that did
not see it, but a bee that has not seen it cannot transmit the message to oth-
ers that did not see it.> Language is not content to go from a first party to a
second party, from one who has seen to one who has not, but necessarily
goes from a second party to a third party, neither of whom has seen. It isin
this sense that language is the transmission of the word as order-word, not
the communication of a sign as information. Language is a map, not a trac-
ing. But how can the order-word be a function coextensive with language
when the order, the command, seems tied to a restricted type of explicit
proposition marked by the imperative?

Austin’s famous theses clearly demonstrate that the various extrinsic
relations between action and speech by which a statement can describe an
actionin anindicative mode orincite it in animperative mode, etc., are not
all there is. There are also intrinsic relations between speech and certain
actions that are accomplished by sayingthem (the performative: I swear by
saying “I swear”), and more generally between speech and certain actions
that are accomplished in speaking (the illocutionary: I ask a question by
saying “Is ... ?” I make a promise by saying “Ilove you. ..”; I give a com-
mand by using the imperative, etc.). These acts internal to speech, these
immanent relations between statements and acts, have been termed
implicit or nondiscursive presuppositions, as opposed to the potentially
explicit assumptions by which a statement refers to other statementsor an
external action (Ducrot). The theory of the performative sphere, and the
broader sphere of the illocutionary, has had three important and immedi-
ate consequences: (1) It has madeitimpossible toconceiveoflanguage as a
code, since a code is the condition of possibility for all explanation. It has
also made it impossible to conceive of speech as the communication of
information: to order, question, promise, or affirm isnotto inform some-
one about a command, doubt, engagement, or assertion but to effectuate
these specific, immanent, and necessarily implicit acts. (2) It has made it
impossible to define semantics, syntactics, or even phonematics as scien-
tific zones of language independent of pragmatics. Pragmatics ceases to be
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a “trash heap,” pragmatic determinations cease to besubjectto thealterna-
tive: fall outside language, or answerto explicit conditions that syntacticize
and semanticize pragmatic determinations. Instead, pragmatics becomes
the presupposition behind all of the other dimensions and insinuates itself
into everything. (3) It makes it impossible to maintain the distinction
between language and speech because speech can no longer be defined sim-
ply asthe extrinsic and individual use of a primarysignification, or the var-
iable application of a preexisting syntax. Quite the opposite, the meaning
and syntax of language can no longer be defined independently of the
speech acts they presuppose.’

Itistrue thatitis still difficult to see how speech acts or implicit presup-
positions can be considered a function coextensive with language. It is all
the more difficult if one starts with the performative (that which one does
by saying it) and moves by extension to the illocutionary (that which one
does in speaking). For it is always possible to thwart that move. The
performative can be walled in by explaining it by specific syntactic and
semantic characteristics avoiding any recourse to a generalized prag-
matics. According to Benveniste, for example, the performative relates not
to acts but instead to a property of self-referentiality of terms (the true per-
sonal pronouns, I, YOU ..., defined as shifters). By this account, a
preexistent structure of subjectivity, or intersubjectivity, in language,
rather than presupposing speech acts, is adequate to account for them.3
Benveniste thus defines language as communicational rather than infor-
mational; this properly linguistic intersubjectivity, or subjectification,
explains all therest, in other words, everythingthatisbroughtinto being by
sayingit. The questionis whethersubjectivecommunicationis any bettera
linguistic notion than ideal information. Oswald Ducrot has set forth the
reasons that have led him to reverse Benveniste’s schema: The phenome-
non of self-referentiality cannot account for the performative. The oppo-
site is the case; it is “the fact that certain statements are socially devoted to
the accomplishment of certain actions” that explains self-referentiality.
The performative itself is explained by the illocutionary, not the opposite.
Itistheillocutionary thatconstitutesthe nondiscursive or implicit presup-
positions. And the illocutionary is in turn explained by collective assem-
blages of enunciation, by juridical acts or equivalents of juridical acts,
which, far from depending on subjectification proceedings or assignations
of subjects in language, in fact determine their distribution. Communica-
tion is no better a concept than information; intersubjectivity gets us no
further than signifiance in accounting for these “statements-acts” assem-
blages that in each language delimit the role and range of subjective mor-
phemes.? (We will see that the analysis of indirect discourse confirms this
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point of view since it shows that subjectifications are not primary but
result from a complex assemblage.)

We call order-words, not a particular category of explicit statements (for
example, in the imperative), but the relation of every word or every state-
ment to implicit presuppositions, in other words, to speech acts that are,
and can only be, accomplished in the statement. Order-words do not con-
cern commands only, but every act that is linked to statements by a “social
obligation.” Every statementdisplays this link, directly or indirectly. Ques-
tions, promises, are order-words. The only possible definition of language
is the set of all order-words, implicit presuppositions, or speech acts cur-
rent in a language at a given moment.

The relation between the statement and the act is internal, immanent,
butitis not one of identity. Rather, it is arelation of redundancy. The order-
word itself is the redundancy of the act and the statement. Newspapers,
news, proceed by redundancy, in that they tell us what we “must” think,
retain, expect, etc. Language is neither informational nor communica-
tional. It is not the communication of information but something quite dif-
ferent: the transmission of order-words, either from one statement to
another or within each statement, insofar as each statement accomplishes
an act and the act is accomplished in the statement. The most general
schema of information science posits in principle an ideal state of maxi-
mum information and makes redundancy merely a limitative condition
serving to decrease this theoretical maximum in order to prevent it from
being drowned out by noise. We are saying that the redundancy of the
order-word is instead primary and that information is only the minimal
condition for the transmission of order-words (whichiswhy the opposition
to be made is not between noise and information but between all the
indisciplines at work in language, and the order-word as discipline or
“grammaticality”). Redundancy has two forms, frequency and resonance;
the first concerns the signifiance of information, the second (I = I) con-
cerns the subjectivity of communication. It becomes apparent that infor-
mation and communication, and even signifiance and subjectification, are
subordinate to redundancy. A distinction is sometimes made between
information and communication; some authors envision an abstract
signifiance of information and an abstract subjectification of communica-
tion. None of this, however, yields an implicit or primary form of language.
There is no signifiance independent of dominant significations, nor is
there subjectification independent of an established order of subjection.
Both depend on the nature and transmission of order-words in a given
social field.

Thereis no individual enunciation. Thereis not even a subject of enun-
ciation. Yet relatively few linguists have analyzed the necessarily social
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character of enunciation.!” The problem s that it is not enoughto establish
that enunciation has this social character, since it could be extrinsic; there-
fore too much or too little is said about it. The social character of enuncia-
tion is intrinsically founded only if one succeeds in demonstrating how
enunciation in itself implies collective assemblages. It then becomes clear
that the statement is individuated, and enunciation subjectified, only to
the extent that an impersonal collective assemblage requires it and deter-
mines it to be so. It is for this reason that indirect discourse, especially
“free” indirect discourse, is of exemplary value: there are no clear, distinc-
tive contours; what comes first is not an insertion of variously individ-
uated statements, or an interlocking of different subjects of enunciation,
but a collective assemblage resulting in the determination of relative
subjectification proceedings, or assignations of individuality and their
shifting distributions within discourse. Indirect discourse is not explained
by the distinction between subjects; rather, it is the assemblage, as it freely
appearsin this discourse, that explains all the voices present within a single
voice, the glimmer of girls in a monologue by Charlus, the languages in a
language, the order-words in a word. The American murderer “Son of
Sam” killed on the prompting of an ancestral voice, itself transmitted
through the voice of a dog. The notion of collective assemblage of enuncia-
tion takes on primary importance since it is what must account for the
social character. We can no doubt define the collective assemblage as the
redundant complex of the act and the statement that necessarily accom-
plishes it. But this is still only a nominal definition; it does not even enable
us to justify our previous position that redundancy is irreducible to a sim-
ple identity (or that there is no simple identity between the statement and
the act). If we wish to move to areal definition of the collective assemblage,
we must ask of what consist these acts immanent to language that are in
redundancy with statements or constitute order-words.

These acts seem to be defined as the set of all incorporeal transforma-
tions currentin a given society and attributed to the bodies of that society.
We may take the word “body” in its broadest sense (there are mental bod-
ies, souls are bodies, etc.). We must, however, distinguish between the
actions and passions affecting those bodies, and acts, which are only
noncorporeal attributes or the “expressed” of a statement. When Ducrot
asks what an act consists of, he turns precisely to the juridical assemblage,
taking the example of the judge’s sentence that transforms the accused into
a convict. In effect, what takes place beforehand (the crime of which some-
oneisaccused), and what takes place after (the carrying out of the penalty),
are actions-passions affecting bodies (the body of the property, the body of
the victim, the body of the convict, the body of the prison); but the transfor-
mation of the accused into a convict is a pure instantaneous act or incorpo-
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real attribute that is the expressed of the judge’s sentence.!! Peace and war
are states or interminglings of very different kinds of bodies, but the decla-
ration of a general mobilization expresses an instantaneous and incorpo-
real transformation of bodies. Bodies have an age, they mature and grow
old; but majority, retirement, any given age category, are incorporeal trans-
formations that are immediately attributed to bodies in particular socie-
ties. “You are no longer a child”: this statement concerns an incorporeal
transformation, even if it applies to bodies and inserts itself into their
actions and passions. The incorporeal transformation is recognizable by
its instantaneousness, its immediacy, by the simultaneity of the statement
expressing the transformation and the effect the transformation produces;
that is why order-words are precisely dated, to the hour, minute, and sec-
ond, and take effect the moment they are dated. Love is an intermingling of
bodies that can be represented by a heart with an arrow through it, by a
union of souls, etc., but the declaration “I love you” expresses a noncor-
poreal attribute of bodies, the lover’s as well as that of the loved one. Eating
bread and drinking wine are interminglings of bodies; communing with
Christ is also an intermingling of bodies, properly spiritual bodies that are
no less “real” for being spiritual. But the transformation of the body of the
bread and the wine into the body and blood of Christ is the pure expressed
of a statement attributed to the bodies. In an airplane hijacking, the threat
of a hijacker brandishing a revolver is obviously an action; so is the execu-
tion of the hostages, if it occurs. But the transformation of the passengers
into hostages, and of the plane-body into a prison-body, is an instantane-
ous incorporeal transformation, a “mass media act” in the sense in which
the English speak of “speech acts.” The order-words or assemblages of
enunciation in a given society (in short, the illocutionary) designate this
instantaneous relation between statements and the incorporeal transfor-
mations or noncorporeal attributes they express.

The instantaneousness of the order-word, which can be projected to
infinity, placed at the origin of society, is quite strange; for Rousseau, for
example, the passage from the state of nature to the social state is like a leap
in place, an incorporeal transformation occurring at zero hour. Real his-
tory undoubtedly recounts the actions and passions of the bodies that
develop in a social field; it communicates them in a certain fashion; but it
also transmits order-words, in other words, pure actsintercalated into that
development. History will never be rid of dates. Perhaps economics or
financial analysis best demonstrates the presence and instantaneousness
of these decisive acts in an overall process (that is why statements defi-
nitely do not belong to ideology, but are already at work in what is suppos-
edly the domain of the economic base). The galloping inflation in
Germany after 1918 was a crisis affecting the monetary body, and many
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other bodies besides; but the sum of the “circumstances” suddenly made
possible a semiotic transformation that, although indexed to the body of
the earth and material assets, was still a pure act or incorporeal trans-
formation—November 20, 1923 . . .2

The assemblages are in constant variation, are themselves constantly
subject to transformations. First, the circumstances must be taken into
account: Benveniste clearly demonstrates that a performative statement is
nothing outside of the circumstances that make it performative. Anybody
can shout, “I declare a general mobilization,” but in the absence of an effec-
tuated variable giving that person the right to make such astatementitis an
act of peurility or insanity, not an act of enunciation. This is also true of “I
love you,” which has neither meaning nor subject noraddressee outside of
circumstances that not only give it credibility but make it a veritable
assemblage, a power marker, even in the case of an unhappy love (it is still
by a will to power that one obeys. . .). The general term “circumstances”
should not leave the impression that it is a question only of external cir-
cumstances. “I swear” is not the same when said in the family, at school, in
a love affair, in a secret society, or in court: it is not the same thing, and nei-
therisit the same statement; it is not the same bodily situation, and neither
1s it the same incorporeal transformation. The transformation applies to
bodies butisitselfincorporeal, internal to enunciation. There are variables
of expression that establish a relation between language and the outside, but
precisely because they are immanent to language. As long as linguistics
confines itself to constants, whether syntactical, morphological, or pho-
nological, it ties the statement to a signifier and enunciation to a subject
and accordingly botches the assemblage; it consigns circumstances to the
exterior, closes language in on itself, and makes pragmatics aresidue. Prag-
matics, on the other hand, does not simply appeal to external circum-
stances: it brings to light variables of expression or of enunciation that are
so many internal reasons for language not to close itself off. As Volo§inov
[Bakhtin] says, as long as linguistics extracts constants, it is incapable of help-
ing us understand how a single word can be a complete enunciation; there
must be “an extra something” that “remains outside of the scope of the entire
set of linguistic categories and definitions,” even though it is still entirely
within the purview of the theory of enunciation orlanguage.!? The order-word
is precisely that variable that makes the word as such an enunciation. The
instantaneousness of the order-word, its immediacy, gives it a power of varia-
tion in relation to the bodies to which the transformation is attributed.

Pragmatics is a politics of language. A study such as Jean-Pierre Faye’s
on the constitution of Nazi statements in the German social field is in this
respect exemplary (and cannot be directly transferred to the constitution
of Fascist statements in Italy). Transformational research of this kind is
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concerned with the variation of the order-words and noncorporeal attri-
butes linked to social bodies and effectuating immanent acts. We may take
as another example, under different conditions, the formation of a prop-
erly Leninist type of statement in Soviet Russia, basing ourselves on a text
by Lenin entitled “On Slogans” (1917). This text constituted an incorpo-
real transformation that extracted from the masses aproletarian class asan
assemblage of enunciation before the conditions were present for the prole-
tariat to exist as a body. A stroke of genius from the First Marxist Interna-
tional, which “invented” a new type of class: Workers of the world, unite!*+
Taking advantage of the break with the Social Democrats, Lenin invented
or decreed yet another incorporeal transformation that extracted from the
proletarian class a vanguard as an assemblage of enunciation and was
attributed to the “Party,” anewtype of party as a distinct body, at the risk of
falling into a properly bureaucratic system of redundancy. The Leninist
wager, an act of audacity? Lenin declared that the slogan (mot d’ordre) “All
power to the Soviets” was valid only from the 27th of February to the 4th of
July for the peacetime development of the Revolution, and no longer held
in the state of war; the passage from peace to war implied this transforma-
tion, not just from the masses to a guiding proletariat, but from the prole-
tariat to a directing vanguard. July 4 exactly the power of the Soviets came
to an end. All of the external circumstances can be assigned: the war as well
as the insurrection that forced Lenin to flee to Finland. But the fact
remains that the incorporeal transformation was uttered on the 4th of July,
prior to the organization of the body to which it would ke attributed,
namely, the Partyitself. “Every particularslogan must be deduced fromthe
totality of the specific features of a definite political situation.”!s If the
objection is leveled that these specific features pertain to politics and not
linguistics, it must be observed how thoroughly politics works language
from within, causing not only the vocabulary but also the structure and all
of the phrasal elements to vary as the order-words change. A type of state-
ment can be evaluated only as a function of its pragmatic implications, in
other words, in relation to the implicit presuppositions, immanent acts, or
incorporeal transformations it expresses and which introduce new config-
urations of bodies. True intuition is not a judgment of grammaticality but
an evaluation of internal variables of enunciation in relation to the aggre-
gate of the circumstances.

We have gone from explicit commands to order-words as implicit pre-
suppositions; from order-words to the immanent acts orincorporeal trans-
formations they express; and from there to the assemblages of enunciation
whose variables they are. To the extent these variables enter at a given
moment into determinable relations, the assemblages combine in a regime
of signs or a semiotic machine. Itis obviousthat a societyis plied by several
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semiotics, that its regimes are in fact mixed. Moreover, at alater time there
will arise new order-words that will modify the variables and will not yet be
part of a known regime. Thus the order-word is redundancy in several
ways: as a function of the process of transmission essential to it, and in
itself, from the timeitis emitted, inits “immediate” relation with theactor
transformation it effectuates. The order-word is already redundancy even
when it is in rupture with a particular semiotic. That is why every state-
ment of a collective assemblage of enunciation belongs to indirect dis-
course. Indirect discourse is the presence of a reported statement within
the reporting statement, the presence of an order-word within the word.
Language in its entirety is indirect discourse. Indirect discourse in no way
supposes direct discourse; rather, the latter is extracted from the former, to
the extent that the operations of signifiance and proceedings of subjec-
tification in an assemblage are distributed, attributed, and assigned, or
that the variables of the assemblage enter into constant relations, however
temporarily. Direct discourse is a detached fragment of a mass and is born
of the dismemberment of the collective assemblage; but the collective
assemblage is always like the murmur from which I take my proper name,
the constellation of voices, concordant or not, from which I draw my voice.
I always depend on a molecular assemblage of enunciation that is not given
in my conscious mind, any more than it depends solely on my apparent
social determinations, which combine many heterogeneous regimes of
signs. Speaking in tongues. To write is perhaps to bring this assemblage of
theunconsciousto the light of day, to select the whispering voices, to gather
the tribes and secret idioms from which I extract something I call my Self
(Moi). I is an order-word. A schizophrenic said: “I heard voicessay: he is
conscious of life.”'¢ In this sense, there isindeed a schizophrenic cogito, but
itis a cogito that makes self-consciousness the incorporeal transformation
of an order-word, or a result of indirect discourse. My direct discourse is
still the free indirect discourse running through me, coming from other
worlds or other planets. That is why so many artists and writershave been
tempted by the séance table. When we ask what faculty is specific to the
order-word, we must indeed attribute to it some strange characteristics: a
kind of instantaneousness in the emission, perception, and transmission of
order-words; a wide variability, and a power of forgetting permitting one to
feel absolved of the order-words one has followed and then abandoned in
orderto welcome others; a properly ideal or ghostly capacity for the appre-
hension of incorporeal transformations; an aptitude for grasping language
asan immense indirect discourse.!” The faculty of the cuer and the cued, of
the song that always holds a tune within a tune in arelation of redundancy;
a faculty that is in truth mediumistic, glossolalic, or xenoglossic.

Let us return to the question of how this defines a language-function, a
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function coextensive with language. It is evident that order-words, collec-
tive assemblages, or regimes of signs cannot be equated with language. But
they effectuate its condition of possibility (the superlinearity of expres-
sion), they fulfill in each instance this condition of possibility; without
them, language would remain a pure virtuality (the superlinear character
of indirect discourse). Doubtless, the assemblages vary, undergo transfor-
mation. But they do not necessarily vary by language, they do not corre-
spond to the various languages. A language seems to be defined by the
syntactical, semantic, phonological constants in its statements; the collec-
tive assemblage, on the contrary, concerns the usage of these constants in
relation to variables internal to enunciation itself (variables of expression,
immanent acts, or incorporeal transformations). Different constants, dif-
ferent languages, may have the same usage; the same constants in a given
language may have different usages, successively or even simultaneously.
We cannot content ourselves with a duality between constants as linguistic
factors that are explicit or potentially explicit, and variables as extrinsic,
nonlinguistic factors. For the pragmatic variables of usage are internal to
enunciation and constitute the implicit presuppositions of language. Thus
if the collective assemblageis in each instance coextensive with the linguis-
tic system considered, and to language as a whole, it is because it expresses
the set of incorporeal transformations that effectuate the condition of pos-
sibility of language and utilize the elements of the linguistic system. The
language-function thus defined is neither informational nor communi-
cational; it has to do neither with signifying information nor with
intersubjective communication. And it is useless to abstract a signifiance
outside information, or a subjectivity outside communication. For the
subjectification proceedings and movement of signifiance relate to
regimes of signs, or collective assemblages. The language-function is the
transmission of order-words,and order-words relate to assemblages, just as
assemblagesrelateto the incorporeal transformations constituting the var-
iables of the function. Linguistics is nothing without a pragmatics
(semiotic orpolitical) to define the effectuation of the condition of possibil-
ity of language and the usage of linguistic elements.

I1. “There Is an Abstract Machine of Language That
Does Not Appeal to Any ‘Extrinsic’ Factor”

If in a social field we distinguish the set of corporeal modifications and the
set of incorporeal transformations, we are presented, despite the variety in
each of the sets, with two formalizations, one of content, the other of
expression. For content is not opposed to form but has its own formal-
ization: the hand-tool pole, or the lesson of things. It is, however, opposed
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to expression, inasmuch as expression also has its own formalization: the
face-language pole, the lesson of signs. Precisely because content, like
expression, has a form of its own, one can never assign the form of expres-
sion the function of simply representing, describing, or averring a corre-
sponding content: there is neither correspondence nor conformity. The
two formalizations are not of the same nature; they are independent, heter-
ogeneous. The Stoics were the first to theorize this independence: they dis-
tinguished between the actions and passions of bodies (using the word
“body” in the broadest sense, as applying to any formed content) and
incorporeal acts (the “expressed” of the statements). The form of expres-
sionisconstituted by thewarp of expresseds, and the form of content by the
woof of bodies. When knife cuts flesh, when food or poison spreads
through the body, when a drop of wine falls into water, there is an intermin-
gling of bodies; but the statements, “The knife is cutting the flesh,” “I am
eating,” “The water is turning red,” express incorporeal transformations of
an entirely different nature (events).!® The genius of the Stoics was to have
taken this paradox as far as it could go, up to the point of insanity and cyni-
cism, and to have grounded it in the most serious of principles: their reward
was to be the first to develop a philosophy of language.

The paradox gets us nowhere unless, like the Stoics, we add that incorpo-
real transformations, incorporeal attributes, apply to bodies, and only to
bodies. They are the expressed of statements but are attributed to bodies.
The purpose is not to describe or represent bodies; bodies already have
proper qualities, actions and passions, souls, in short forms, which are
themselves bodies. Representations are bodies too! If noncorporeal attri-
butes apply to bodies, if there are good grounds for making a distinction
between the incorporeal expressed “to become red” and the corporeal
quality “red,” etc., it has nothing to with representation. We cannot even
say that the body or state of things is the “referent” of the sign. In expressing
the noncorporeal attribute, and by that token attributingit to the body, one
is not representing or referring but intervening in a way; it is a speech act.
The independence of the two kinds of forms, forms of expression and
forms of content, is not contradicted but confirmed by the fact that the
expressions or expresseds are inserted into or intervene in contents, not to
represent them but to anticipate them or move them back, slowthem down
or speed them up, separate or combine them, delimit them in a different
way. The warp of the instantaneous transformations isalwaysinserted into
the woof of the continuous modifications. (Hence the significance of dates
for the Stoics. From what moment can it be said that someone is bald? In
what sense does a statement of the type “There will be a naval battle tomor-
row” constitute a date or order-word?) The night of August 4, July 4, 1917,
November 20, 1923: What incorporeal transformation is expressed by
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these dates, incorporeal yet attributed to bodies, inserted into them? The
independence of the form of expression and the form of content is not the
basis for a parallelism between them or arepresentation of one by the other,
but on the contrary a parceling of the two, a manner in which expressions
are inserted into contents, in which we ceaselessly jump from one register
to another, in which signs are at work in things themselves just as things
extend into or are deployed through signs. An assemblage of enunciation
does not speak “of” things; it speuks on the same level as states of things and
states of content. So that the same X, the same particle, may function either
asabody that acts and undergoes actions or as a sign constituting an act or
order-word, depending on which form it is taken up by (for example, the
theoretico-experimental aggregate of physics). In short, the functional in-
dependence of the two forms is only the form of their reciprocal presup-
position, and of the continual passage from one to the other. We are never
presented with an interlinkage of order-words and a causality of contents
each in its own right; nor do we see one represent the other, with the second
serving as referent. On the contrary, the independence of the two lines is
distributive, such that asegment of one always forms a relay with a segment
of the other, slips into, introduces itself into the other. We constantly pass
from order-words to the “silent order” of things, as Foucault puts it, and
vice versa.

But when we use a word as vague as “intervene,” when we say that
expressions intervene or insert themselves into contents, are we not still
prey to a kind of idealism in which the order-word instantaneously falls
from the sky? What we must determine is not an origin but points of inter-
vention or insertion in the framework of the reciprocal presupposition of
the two forms. Both forms of contentand forms of expressionareinsepara-
ble from a movement of deterritorialization that carries them away. Both
expression and content are more or less deterritorialized, relatively
deterritorialized, according to the particular state of their form. In this
respect, one cannot posit a primacy of expression over content, or content
over expression. Sometimes the semiotic components are more deter-
ritorialized than the material components, and sometimes the reverse. For
example, a mathematical complex of signs may be more deterritorialized
than a set of particles; conversely, the particles may have experimental
effects that deterritorialize the semiotic system. A criminal action may be
deterritorializing in relation to the existing regime of signs (the earth cries
for revenge and crumbles beneath my feet, my offense is too great); but the
sign that expresses the act of condemnation may in turn be deter-
ritorializing in relation to all actions and reactions (“a fugitive and a
vagabond shalt thou be in the earth” [Gen. 4:12], you cannot even be
killed). In short, there are degrees of deterritorialization that quantify the
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respective forms and according to which contents and expression are
conjugated, feed into each other, accelerate each other, or on the contrary
become stabilized and perform a reterritorialization. What we call circum-
stances or variables are these degrees themselves. There are variables of
content, or proportions in the interminglings or aggregations of bodies, and
there are variables of expression, factors internal to enunciation. Germany,
toward November 20, 1923: on the one hand, the deterritorializing infla-
tion of the monetary body and, on the other, in response to the inflation, a
semiotic transformation of the reichsmark into the rentenmark, making
possible a reterritorialization. Russia, toward July 4, 1917: on the one hand
proportions of a state of “bodies” Soviets-provisional government, and on
the other the elaboration of a Bolshevik incorporeal semiotic, accelerating
things and contributing to the action of the detonating body of the Party. In
short,the way an expression relates to a content isnot by uncovering or rep-
resenting it. Rather, forms of expression and forms of content communi-
cate through a conjunction of their quanta of relative deterritorialization,
each intervening, operating in the other.

We may draw some general conclusions on the nature of Assemblages
from this. On a first, horizontal, axis, an assemblage comprises two seg-
ments, one of content, the other of expression. On the one hand it is a
machinic assemblage of bodies, of actions and passions, an intermingling
of bodies reacting to one another; on the other hand it is a collective assem-
blage of enunciation, of acts and statements, of incorporeal transforma-
tions attributed to bodies. Then on a vertical axis, the assemblage has both
territorial sides, or reterritorialized sides, which stabilize it, and cutting
edges of deterritorialization, which carry it away. No one is better than
Kafka at differentiating the two axes of the assemblage and making them
function together. On the one hand, the ship-machine, the hotel-machine,
the circus-machine, the castle-machine, the court-machine, each with its
own intermingled pieces, gears, processes, and bodies contained in one
another or bursting out of containment (see the head bursting through the
roof).!? On the other hand, the regime of signs or of enunciation: each
regime with its incorporeal transformations, acts, death sentences and
Jjudgments, proceedings, “law.” It is obvious that statements do not repre-
sent machines: the Stoker’s discourse does not describe stoking as a body; it
has its own form, and a development without resemblance.?® Yet it is
attributed to bodies, to the whole ship as a body. A discourse of submission
to order-words; a discourse of discussion, claims, accusation, and defense.
On the second axis, whatis compared or combined of the two aspects, what
always inserts one into the other, are the sequenced or conjugated degrees
of deterritorialization, and the operations of reterritorialization that stabi-
lize the aggregate at a given moment. K., the K .-function, designates the
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line of flight or deterritorialization that carries away all of the assemblages
but also undergoes all kinds of reterritorializations and redundancies—
redundancies of childhood, village-life, love, bureaucracy, etc.

The tetravalence of the assemblage. Taking the feudal assemblage as an
example, we would have to consider the interminglings of bodies defining
feudalism: the body of the earth and the social body; the body of the over-
lord, vassal, and serf; the body of the knight and the horse and their new
relation to the stirrup; the weapons and tools assuring a symbiosis of
bodies—a whole machinic assemblage. We would also have to consider
statements, expressions, the juridical regime of heraldry, all of the incorpo-
real transformations, in particular, oaths and their variables (the oath of
obedience, but also the oath of love, etc.): the collective assemblage of
enunciation. On the other axis, we would have to consider the feudal
territorialities and reterritorializations, and at the same time the line of
deterritorialization that carries away both theknight and his mount, state-
ments and acts. We would have to consider how all this combines in the
Crusades.

It would be an error to believe that content determines expression by
causal action, even if expression is accorded the power not only to “reflect”
content but to react upon it in an active way. This kind of ideological con-
ception of the statement, which subordinates itto a primary economic con-
tent, runs into all kinds of difficulties inherent to dialectics. First, although
it may be possible to conceive of a causal action moving from content to
expression, the same cannot be said for the respective forms, the form of
content and the form of expression. We must recognize that expression is
independent and that this is precisely what enables it to react upon con-
tents. This independence, however, has been poorly conceived. If contents
are said to be economic, the form of content cannot be said to be economic
and is reduced to a pure abstraction, namely, the production of goods and
the means of that production considered in themselves. Similarly, if ex-
pressions are said to be ideological, the form of expression is not said to be
ideological and isreduced tolanguage as abstraction, as the availability of a
good shared by all. Those who take this approach claim to characterize
contents and expressions by all the struggles and conflicts pervading them
in two different forms, but these forms themselves are exempt from strug-
gle and conflict, and the relation between them remains entirely indeter-
minate.2! The only way to define the relation is to revamp the theory of
ideology by saying that expressions and statements intervene directly in
productivity, in the form of a production of meaning or sign-value. The
category of production doubtless has the advantage of breaking with
schemas of representation, information, and communication. Butisit any
more adequate than these schemas? Its application to language is very
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ambiguous in that it appeals to an ongoing dialectical miracle of the
transformation of matter into meaning, content into expression, the social
process into a signifying system.

Wethink the material or machinic aspect of an assemblage relates not to
the production of goods but rather to a precise state of intermingling of
bodiesin a society, includingall the attractionsand repulsions, sympathies
and antipathies, alterations, amalgamations, penetrations, and expan-
sions that affect bodies of all kinds in their relations to one another. What
regulates the obligatory, necessary, or permitted interminglings of bodies
is above all an alimentary regime and a sexual regime. Even technology
makes the mistake of considering tools in isolation: tools exist only in rela-
tion to the interminglings they make possible or that make them possible.
The stirrup entails a new man-horse symbiosis that at the same time entails
new weapons and new instruments. Tools are inseparable from symbioses
or amalgamations defining a Nature-Society machinic assemblage. They
presuppose a social machine that selects them and takesthem intoits “phy-
lum™: a society is defined by its amalgamations, not by its tools. Similarly,
the semiotic or collective aspect of an assemblage relates not to a produc-
tivity of language but to regimes of signs, to a machine of expression whose
variables determine the usage of language elements. These elements do not
stand on their own any more than tools do. There is a primacy of the
machinic assemblage of bodies over tools and goods, a primacy of the col-
lective assemblage of enunciation over language and words. The articula-
tion of the two aspects of the assemblage is effected by the movements of
deterritorialization that quantify their forms. That is why a social field is
defined less by its conflicts and contradictions than by the lines of flight
running through it. An assemblage has neither base nor superstructure,
neither deep structure nor superficial structure; it flattens all of its dimen-
sions onto a single plane of consistency upon which reciprocal presupposi-
tions and mutual insertions play themselves out.

The other mistake (which is combined with the first as needed) is to
believe in the adequacy of the form of expression as a linguistic system.
This system may be conceived as a signifying phonological structure, or as
a deep syntactical structure. In either case, it is credited with engendering
semantics, therefore of fulfilling expression, whereas contents are rele-
gated to the arbitrariness of a simple “reference” and pragmatics to the
exteriority of nonlinguistic factors. What all of these undertakings have in
common is to erect anabstract machine of language, but as a synchronic set
of constants. We will not object that the machine thus conceived is too
abstract. On the contrary, it is not abstract enough, it remains “linear.” It
remains on an intermediate level of abstraction allowing it to consider lin-
guistic factors in themselves, independently of nonlinguistic factors, and
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totreat those linguistic factors as constants. But if the abstraction is taken
further, one necessarily reaches a level where the pseudoconstants of lan-
guage are superseded by variables of expression internal to enunciation
itself; these variables of expression are then no longer separable from the
variables of content with which they are in perpetual interaction. If the
external pragmatics of nonlinguistic factors must be taken into considera-
tion, it is because linguistics itself is inseparable from an internal prag-
matics involving its own factors. It is not enough to take into account the
signified, or even the referent, because the very notions of signification
and reference are bound up with a supposedly autonomous and constant
structure. There is no use constructing a semantics, or even recognizing a
certain validity to pragmatics, if they are still pretreated by a phonological
or syntactical machine. For a true abstract machine pertains to an assem-
blage in its entirety: it is defined as the diagram of that assemblage. It is not
language based but diagrammatic and superlinear. Content is not a signi-
fied nor expression a signifier; rather, both are variables of the assemblage.
We get nowhere until the pragmatic, but also semantic, syntactical, and
phonological determinations are directly linked to the assemblages of
enunciationuponwhichtheydepend. Chomsky’s abstract machine retains
an arborescent model and a linear ordering of linguistic elements in sen-
tences and sentence combinations. But as soon as pragmatic values or
internal variables are taken into account, in particular with respect to indi-
rect discourse, one is obliged to bring “hypersentences” into play or to con-
struct “abstract objects” (incorporeal transformations). This implies
superlinearity, in other words, a plane whose elements no longer have a
fixed linear order: the rhizome model.22 From this standpoint, the inter-
penetration of language and the social field and political problems lies at
the deepest level of the abstract machine, not at the surface. The abstract
machine asit relates to the diagram of the assemblage is never purely a mat-
ter of language, except for lack of sufficient abstraction. It is language that
depends on the abstract machine, not the reverse. At most, we may dis-
tinguish in the abstract machine two states of the diagram, one in which
variables of content and expression are distributed according to their het-
erogeneous forms in reciprocal presupposition on a plane of consistency,
and another in which it is no longer even possible to distinguish between
variables of content and expression because the variability of that same
plane has prevailed over the duality of forms, rendering them “indis-
cernible.” (The first staterelates to still relative movements of deterritori-
alization; in the second, an absolute threshold of deterritorialization has
been reached.)
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I11. “There Are Constants or Universals of Language That Enable Us to
Define It as a Homogeneous System”

The question of structural invariants—and the very idea of structure is
inseparable from invariants, whether atomic or relational—is essential to
linguistics. It is what allows linguistics to claim a basis in pure scientificity,
to be nothing but science . . . safe from any supposedly external or prag-
matic factor. The question of invariants assumes several closely connected
forms: (1) the constants of a language (phonological, by commutativity;
syntactical, by transformativity; semantic, by generativity); (2) the uni-
versals of language (by decomposition of the phoneme into distinctive
features; of syntax into fundamental constituents; of signification into
minimal semantic elements); (3) trees linking constants to one another,
with binary relations between trees (see Chomsky’s linear arborescent
method); (4) competence, in principle coextensive with language and
defined by judgments of grammaticality; (5) homogeneity, bearing on ele-
ments and relations as well as intuitive judgments; (6) synchrony, which
erectsan “in-itself” and a “for-itself” of language, perpetually moving from
the objective system to the subjective consciousness that apprehends its
principle (that of the linguist himself or herself).

One can juggle all of these factors, subtract some or even add new ones.
They go together, however, because the essentials of all of them are present
on the level of any one. For example, the distinction between speech and
language is recapitulated in the distinction between competence and per-
formance, but at the level of grammaticality. If it is objected that the dis-
tinction between competence and performance is entirely relative (a
linguistic competence can be economic, religious, political, or aesthetic,
etc.; the teaching competence of a grade school teacher may be only a per-
formance in relation to the judgment of an inspector or government regula-
tions), linguists respond that they are willing to multiply levels of
competence, and even to introduce pragmatic values into the system.
Brekle, for example, proposes addingan “idiosyncratic performatory com-
petence” factor tied to a whole constellation of linguistic, psychological, or
sociological factors. But what use is this injection of pragmatics if
pragmaticsis in turn considered to haveconstants or universals of its own?
And in what way are expressions like “I,” “promise,” “know” more univer-
sal than “greet,” “name,” or “condemn”?23 Similarly, when efforts are
made to make Chomsky’s trees bud and to shatter linear order, as long as
the pragmatic components marking the ruptures are placed above the tree
or effaced from the derivation nothing has really been accomplished, one
has failed to constitute a rhizome.2? In truth, the nature of the abstract
machine is the most general problem: there is no reason to tie the abstract
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to the universal or the constant, or to efface the singularity of abstract
machines insofar as they are built around variables and variations.

The debate between Chomsky and Labov will give us a better under-
standing of what the issue is. Every language is an essentially heterogene-
ous reality; linguists know this and say so. But this is a factual remark.
Chomsky asks only that one carve from this aggregate a homogeneous or
standard system as a basis for abstraction or idealization, making possible
a scientific study of principles. Limiting oneself to standard English is thus
not the issue, for even alinguist who studies Black English or the English of
the ghettos is obliged to extract a standard system guaranteeing the con-
stancy and homogeneity of the object under study (no science can operate
any other way, they say). Thus Chomsky pretends to believe that by assert-
ing his interest in the variable features of language, Labov is situating him-
self in a de facto pragmatics external to linguistics.2’ Labov, however, has
otherambitions. When he bringstolightlinesofinherent variation, he does
not see them simply as “free variants” pertaining to pronunciation, style,
or nonpertinent features that lie outside the system and leave the homoge-
neity of the system intact; neither does he see them as a de facto mix
between two systems, each homogeneous in its own right, as if the speaker
moved from one to the other. He refuses the alternative linguistics set up
for itself: assigning variants to different systems, or relegating them to a
place outside the structure. It is the variation itself that is systematic,in the
sense in which musicianssaythat “the theme is the variation.” Labov sees
variation as a de jure component affecting each system from within, send-
ing it cascading or leaping on its own power and forbidding one to close it
off, to make it homogeneous in principle. Labov does consider variables of
all kinds, phonetic, phonological, syntactical, semantic, stylistic. Yet it
would seem difficult to accuse him of missing the distinction between the
de jure and the de facto—or between linguistics and stylistics, or
synchrony and diachrony, or pertinent and nonpertinent features, or com-
petence and performance, or the grammaticality of language and the
agrammaticality of speech. Although this may be hardening his positions,
we would sayrather that Labov proposes a different distribution of the de
facto and the de jure, and especially a different conception of the de jure
itself and of abstraction. He takes the example of a young black person
who, in a very short series of phrases, seems to pass from the Black English
system to the standard system eighteen times. Is it not the abstract distinc-
tion between the two systems that proves arbitrary and insufficient? For
the majority of the forms belongs to one or the other only by virtue of the
fortuities of a given sequence. Must it not be admitted that every system is
in variation and is defined not by its constantsand homogeneity but on the
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contrary by a variability whose characteristics are immanent, continuous,
and regulated in a very specific mode (variable or optional rules)??¢

How can we conceptualize this continuous variation at work within a
language, even if it means overstepping the limits Labov sets for himself as
well as the conditions of scientificity invoked by linguistics? In the course
of a single day, an individual repeatedly passes from language to language.
He successively speaks as “father to son” and as a boss; to his lover, he
speaks an infantilized language; while sleeping he is plunged into an oniric
discourse, then abruptly returns to a professional language when the tele-
phone rings. It will be objected that these variations are extrinsic, that it is
still the same language. But that is to prejudge the question. First, it is not
certain that the phonology is the same, nor the syntax, nor the semantics.
Second, the whole question is whether this supposedly identical language
is defined by invariants or, on the contrary, by the line of continuous varia-
tion running through it. Some linguists have suggested that linguistic
change occurs less by systemic rupture than by a gradual modification of
frequency, by a coexistence and continuity of different usages. Take as an
example the statement, “I swear!” It is a different statement depending on
whether it is said by a child to his or her father, by a man in love to hisloved
one, or by a witness before the court. These are like three sequences. (Or
Messiaen’s four “amen”s stretched over seven sequences.) Once again,
there is no reason to say that the variables are merely situational, and that
the statement remains constant in principle. Not only are there as many
statements as there are effectuations, but all of the statements are present
in the effectuation of one among them, so that the line of variation is vir-
tual, in other words, real without being actual, and consequently continu-
ous regardless of the leaps the statement makes. To place the statement in
continuous variation is to send it through all the prosodic, semantic, syn-
tactical, and phonological variables that can affect it in the shortest
moment of time (the smallest interval). Build the continuum of “I swear!”
with the corresponding transformations. This is the standpoint of
pragmatics, but a pragmatics internal to language, immanent, including
variations of linguistic elements of all kinds. For example, Kafka’s line of
the three proceedings: the father’s proceedings in the family; the engage-
ment proceedings at the hotel; and the court proceedings. There is a con-
stant tendency to seek a “reduction” everything is explained by the
situation of the child in relation to its father, or of the man in relation to
castration, or of the citizen in relation to the law. But this is to content one-
self with extracting a pseudoconstant of content, which is no better than
extracting a pseudoconstant of expression. Placing-in-variation allows us
toavoid these dangers, because it builds a continuum or medium without
beginning or end. Continuous variation should not be confused with the
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continuous or discontinuous character of the variable itself: the order-
word, a continuous variation for a discontinuous variable . .. A variable
can be continuous over a portion of its trajectory, then leap or skip, without
that affecting its continuous variation; what this does is impose an absent
development as an “alternative continuity” that is virtual yet real.

A constant or invariant is defined less by its permanence and duration
than by its function as a center, if only relative. In the tonal or diatonic sys-
tem of music, laws of resonance and attraction determine centers valid for
allmodes and endowed with stability and attractive power (pouvoir). These
centers therefore organize distinct, distinctive, formsthatare clearly estab-
lished for a certain amount of time: a linear, codified, centered system of
the arborescent type. It is true that the minor “mode” gives tonal music a
decentered, runaway, fugitive character due to the nature of its intervals
and the lesser stability of its chords. This mode thus has the ambiguity of
undergoing operations that align it to a major model or standard at the
same time as it continues to display a certain modal power (puissance) irre-
ducible to tonality, as though music set out on a journey and garnered all
resurgences, phantoms of the Orient, imaginary lands, traditions from all
over. But temperament, tempered chromaticism has an even greater ambi-
guity: stretching the action of the center to the most distant tones, but also
preparing the disaggregation of the central principle, replacing the cen-
tered forms of continuous development with a form that constantly dis-
solves and transforms itself. When development subordinates form and
spans the whole, as in Beethoven, variation begins to free itself and
becomes identified with creation. But when chromaticism is unleashed,
becomes a generalized chromaticism, turns back against temperament,
affecting not only pitches but all sound components—durations, intensi-
ties, timbre, attacks—it becomes impossible to speak of a sound form
organizing matter; it is no longer even possible to speak of a continuous
development of form. Rather, it is a question of a highly complex and elab-
orate material making audible nonsonorous forces. The couple matter-
formis replaced by the coupling material-forces. The synthesizer has taken
the place of the old “a priori synthetic judgment,” and all functions change
accordingly. By placing all its components in continuous variation, music
itself becomes a superlinear system, a rhizome instead of a tree, and enters
the service of a virtual cosmic continuum of which even holes, silences,
ruptures, and breaks are a part. Thus theimportantthingis certainly not to
establish a pseudobreak between the tonal system and atonal music; the
latter, onthe contrary, in breaking away from the tonal system, only carried
temperament to its ultimate conclusion (although no Viennese stopped
there). The essential thing is almost the opposite movement: the ferment in
the tonal system itself (during much of the nineteenth and twentieth cen-
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turies) that dissolved temperament and widened chromaticism while pre-
serving a relative tonality, which reinvented new modalities, brought a new
amalgamation of major and minor, and in each instance conquered realms
of continuous variation for this variable or that. This ferment came to the
forefront and made itself heard in its own right; and, through the molecular
material thus wrought, it made audible the nonsonorous forces of the
cosmosthat have always agitated music—a bit of Time in the pure state,?’ a
grain of absolute Intensity . . . The words “tonal,” “modal,” “atonal” do not
mean much. Music is not alone in being art as cosmos and in drawing the
virtual lines of an infinite variation.

Once again, the objection will be raised that musicis notalanguage, that
the components of sound are not pertinent features of language, that there
is no correspondence between the two. We are not suggesting any corre-
spondence. We keep asking that the issue be left open, that any presup-
posed distinction be rejected. This especially applies to the language-
speech distinction, which is used to relegate all kinds of variables at work
within expression and enunciation to a position outside language. The
Voice-Music relation proposed by Jean-Jacques Rousseau, on the other
hand, could havetakennotonly phonetics and prosody but all of linguistics
in a different direction. The voice in music has always been a privileged
axis of experimentation, playing simultaneously on language and sound.
Music has linked the voice to instruments in various ways; but as long as
the voice is song, its main role is to “hold” sound, it functions as a constant
circumscribed on a note and accompanied by the instrument. Only when
the voice is tied to timbre does it reveal a tessitura that renders it heter-
ogeneous to itself and gives it a power of continuous variation: it is then
no longer accompanied, but truly “machined,” it belongs to a musical
machine that prolongs or superposes on a single plane parts that are spo-
ken, sung, achieved by special effects, instrumental, or perhaps electronic-
ally generated. This is the sound plane of a generalized “glissando”
implying the constitution of a statistical space in which each variable has,
not an average value,buta probability of frequencythat placesitin contin-
uous variation with the other variables.?8 Luciano Berio’s Visage (Face)
and Dieter Schnebel’s Glossolalie (Speaking in tongues) are typical exam-
ples of this. And despite what Berio himself says, it is less a matter of using
pseudoconstants to produce a simulacrum of language or a metaphor for
the voice than of attaining that secret neuter language without constants
and entirely in indirect discourse where the synthesizer and the instrument
speak no less than the voice, and the voice plays no less than the instru-
ment. It should not be thought that music has forgotten how to sing in a
now mechanical and atomized world; rather, an immense coefficient of
variationisaffectingandcarrying away all of the phatic, aphatic, linguistic,
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poetic, instrumental, or musical parts of a single sound assemblage—"a
simple scream suffusing all degrees” (Thomas Mann). There are many pro-
cedures for placing the voice in variation, not only Sprechgesang (speech-
song), which constantly leaves pitch behind by descent or ascent, but also
circular breathing techniques and zones of resonance in which several
voices seem to issue from the same mouth. Secret languages are very
significant in this connection, in learned as well as popular music. Certain
ethnomusicologists have found extraordinary cases (in Dahomey, for
example) where a first, diatonic, vocal part is superseded by a chromatic
descent into a secretlanguagethat slips from one sound to the next in a con-
tinuous fashion, modulating a sound continuum into smaller and smaller
intervals until it becomes a “parlando” all of the intervals of which blur
together—and then the diatonic part is itself transposed according to the
chromaticlevels ofaterraced architecture,the song sometimes interrupted
by a parlando, by a simple conversation lacking definite pitch.2? It is per-
haps characteristic of secret languages, slangs, jargons, professional lan-
guages, nursery rhymes, merchants’ cries to stand out less for their lexical
inventions or rhetorical figures than for the way in which they effect con-
tinuous variations of the common elements of language. They are chro-
matic languages, close to a musical notation. A secret language does not
merely have a hidden cipher or code still operating by constants and form-
ing a subsystem; it places the public language’s system of variables in a state
of variation.

This is what we are getting at: a generalized chromaticism. Placing ele-
ments of any nature in continuous variation is an operation that will per-
haps give rise to new distinctions, but takes none as final and has none in
advance. On the contrary, this operation in principle bears on the voice,
speech, language, and music simultaneously. There is no reason to make
prior, principled distinctions. Linguistics in general is still in a kind of
major mode, still has a sort of diatonic scale and a strange taste for domi-
nants, constants, and universals. All languages, in the meantime, are in
immanent continuous variation: neither synchrony nor diachrony, but
asynchrony, chromaticism as a variable and continuous state of language.
For a chromatic linguistics according pragmatism its intensities and
values.

What is called a style can be the most natural thing in the world; it is
nothing other than the procedure of a continuous variation. Of the dual-
isms established by linguistics, there are few with a more shaky foundation
than the separation between linguistics and stylistics: Because a style isnot
an individual psychological creation but an assemblage of enunciation, it
unavoidably produces a language within a language. Take an arbitrary list
of authors we are fond of : Kafka once again, Beckett, Ghérasim Luca, Jean-
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Luc Godard. It will be noted that they are all more or less in a bilingual situ-
ation: Kafka, the Czechoslovakian Jew writing in German; Beckett, the
Irishman writing in English and French; Luca, originally from Romania;
Godard and his will to be Swiss. But this is only circumstantial, an oppor-
tunity, and the opportunity can be found elsewhere. It will also be noted
that many of them are not only or not primarily writers (Beckett and
theater and television, Godard and film and television, Luca and his
audiovisual machines). The reason for this is that when one submits lin-
guistic elements to a treatment producing continuous variation, when one
introduces an internal pragmatics into language, one is necessarily led to
treat nonlinguistic elements such as gestures and instruments in the same
fashion, as if the two aspects of pragmatics joined on the same line of varia-
tion, in the same continuum. Moreover, the idea perhaps comes first from
outside, with language following only later, as with the necessarily exterior
sources of a style. But the essential thing is that each of these authors has his
own procedure of variation, his own widened chromaticism, his own mad
production of speeds and intervals. The creative stammering of Ghérasim
Luca, in the poem “Passionnément” (Passionately).3 Godard’s is another
kind of stammering. In theater: Robert Wilson’s whispering, without defi-
nite pitch, and Carmelo Bene’s ascending and descending variations.3! It’s
easy to stammer, but making languageitself stammer is a different affair; it
involves placing all linguistic, and even nonlinguistic, elements in varia-
tion, both variables of expression and variables of content. A new form of
redundancy. AND...AND...AND. .. There has always been a struggle in
language between the verb étre (to be) and the conjunction ez (and) between
est and et (is and and [which in French are identical in pronunciation—
Trans.]) It is only in appearance that these two terms are in accord and
combine, for the first acts in language as a constant and forms the diatonic
scale of language, while the second places everything in variation, consti-
tuting the lines of a generalized chromaticism. From one to the other,
everything shifts. Writers in British or American English have been more
conscious than the French of this struggle and the stakes involved, and of
the valence of the “and.”3? It was Proust who said that “masterpieces are
written in a kind of foreign language.” That is the same as stammering,
making language stammer rather than stammering in speech. To be a for-
eigner, but in one’s own tongue, not only when speaking a language other
than one’s own. To be bilingual, multilingual, but in one and the same lan-
guage, without even a dialect or patois. To be a bastard, a half-breed, but
through a purification of race. That is when style becomes a language. That
iswhen language becomes intensive, a pure continuum of values and inten-
sities. That is when all of language becomes secret, yet has nothing to hide,
as opposed to when onecarvesout asecretsubsystem withinlanguage. One
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attains this result only by sobriety, creative subtraction. Continuous varia-
tion has only ascetic lines, a touch of herb and pure water.

It is possible to take any linguistic variable and place it in variation fol-
lowing a necessarily virtual continuous line between two of its states. We
are no longer in the situation of linguists who expect the constants of lan-
guage to experience a kind of mutation or undergo the effects of changes
accumulated in speech alone. Lines of change or creation are fully and
directly apartofthe abstract machine. Hjelmslev remarked that alanguage
necessarily includes unexploited possibilities or potentialities and that the
abstract machine must include these possibilities or potentialities.3?
“Potential” and “virtual” are not at all in opposition to “real”; on the con-
trary, the reality of the creative, or the placing-in-continuous variation of
variables, is in opposition only to the actual determination of their con-
stant relations. Each time we draw a line of variation, the variables are of a
particular nature (phonological, syntactical or grammatical, ssmantic, and
so on), but the line itself is apertinent, asyntactic or agrammatical,
asemantic. Agrammaticality, for example, is no longer a contingent char-
acteristic of speech opposed to the grammaticality of language; rather, it is
the ideal characteristic of a line placing grammatical variables in a state of
continuous variation. Let us take Nicolas Ruwet’s examples of certain sin-
gular expressions of Cummings’s: “he danced his did,” or “they went their
came.” It is possible to reconstitute the variations through which the gram-
matical variables pass in virtuality in order to end up as agrammatical
expressions of this kind (“he did his dance,” “he danced his dance,” “he
danced what he did,”...; “they went as they came,” “they went their
way,” . . .).34 In spite of Ruwet’sstructuralinterpretation, we should avoid
taking the view that the atypical expression is produced by the successive
correct forms. It is instead the atypical expression that produces the
placing-in-variation of the correct forms, uprooting them from their state
as constants. The atypical expression constitutes a cutting edge of
deterritorialization of language, it plays the role of zensor, in other words, it
causes language to tend toward the limit of its elements, forms, or notions,
toward a near side or a beyond of language. The tensor effects a kind of
transitivization of the phrase, causing the last term to react upon the pre-
ceding term, back through the entire chain. It assures an intensive and
chromatic treatment of language. An expression as simple as AND . . . can
play the role of tensor for all of language. In this sense, AND is less a
conjunction than the atypical expression of all of the possible conjunctions
it places in continuous variation. The tensor, therefore, is not reducible
either to a constant or a variable, but assures the variation of the variable
by subtracting in each instance the value of the constant (n — 1). Tensors
coincide with no linguistic category; nevertheless they are pragmatic
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values essential to both assemblages of enunciation and indirect dis-
courses.3’

Some believe that these variations do not express the usual labor of cre-
ation in language and remain marginal, confined to poets, children, and
lunatics. That is because they wish to define the abstract machine by con-
stants that can be modified only secondarily, by a cumulative effect or
syntagmatic mutation. But the abstract machine of language is not univer-
sal, or even general, but singular; it is not actual, but virtual-real; it has, not
invariable or obligatory rules, but optional rules that ceaselessly vary with
the variation itself, as in a game in which each move changes the rules. That
is why abstract machines and assemblages of enunciation are complemen-
tary, and present in each other. The abstract machine is like the diagram of
an assemblage. It draws lines of continuous variation, while the concrete
assemblage treats variables and organized their highly diverse relations as a
function of those lines. The assemblage negotiates variables at this or that
level of variation, according to this or that degree of deterritorialization,
and determines which variables will enter into constant relations or obey
obligatory rules and which will serve instead as a fluid matter for variation.
We should not conclude from this that the assemblage brings only a certain
resistance or inertia to bear against the abstract machine; for even “con-
stants” are essential to the determination of the virtualities through which
the variation passes, they are themselves optionally chosen. There is
indeed braking and resistance at a certain level, but at another level of the
assemblage there is nothing but a come-and-go between different types of
variables, and corridors of passage traveled in both directions: the varia-
bles effectuate the machine in unison, in the sum of their relations. There is
therefore no basis for a distinction between a constant and collective lan-
guage, and variable and individual speech acts. The abstract machine is
always singular, designated by the proper mane of a group or individual,
while the assemblage of enunciation is always collective, in the individual
as in the group. The Lenin abstract machine, and the Bolshevik collective
assemblage . . . The same goes for literature, for music. There is no primacy
of the individual; there is instead an indissolubility of a singular Abstract
and a collective Concrete. The abstract machine does not exist indepen-
dently of the assemblage, any more than the assemblage functions inde-
pendently of the machine.

IV. “Language Can Be Scientifically Studied Only under the Conditions
of a Standard or Major Language”

Since everybody knows that language is a heterogeneous, variable reality,
what is the meaning of the linguists’ insistence on carving out a homoge-
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neous system in orderto make a scientific study possible? Itisa question of
extracting aset of constants fromthe variables, or of determining constant
relations between variables (this is already evident in the phonologists’
concept of commutativity). But the scientific model taking language as an
object of study is one with the political model by which languageis homog-
enized, centralized, standardized, becoming a language of power, a major
or dominant language. Linguistics can claim all it wants to be science,
nothing but pure science—it wouldn’t be the first time that the order of
pure science was used to secure the requirements of another order. What is
grammaticality, and the sign S, the categorical symbol that dominates
statements? It is a power marker before it is a syntactical marker, and
Chomsky’s trees establish constant relations between power variables.
Forming grammatically correct sentences is for the normal individual the
prerequisite for any submission to social laws. No one is supposed to be
ignorant of grammaticality; those who are belong in special institu-
tions. Theunity of language is fundamentally political. There is no mother
tongue, only a power takeover by a dominant language that at times
advancesalong abroad front, and at times swoops down on diverse centers
simultaneously. We can conceive of several ways for alanguage to homoge-
nize, centralize: the republican way is not necessarily the same as the royal
way, and is not the least harsh.36 The scientific enterprise of extracting con-
stants and constant relations is always coupled with the political enterprise
of imposing them on speakers and transmitting order-words.

Speak white and loud

yes what a wonderful language

for hiring

giving orders

appointing the hour of death in the works
and of the break that refreshes. ..

Must a distinction then be made between two kinds of languages, “high”
and “low,” major and minor? The first would be defined precisely by the
power (pouvoir) of constants, the second by the power (puissance) of varia-
tion. We do not simply wish to make an opposition between the unity of a
major language and the multiplicity of dialects. Rather, each dialect has a
zone of transition and variation; or better, each minor language has a prop-
erly dialectical zone of variation. According to Malmberg, it is rare to find
clear boundaries on dialect maps; instead, there are transitional and
limitrophe zones, zones of indiscernibility. It is also said that “the
Québecois language is so rich in modulations and variations of regional
accents and in games with tonic accents that it sometimes seems, with no
exaggeration, that it would be better preserved by musical notation than by
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any system of spelling.”3” The very notion of dialect is quite questionable.
Moreover, itisrelative because one needs to know in relation to what major
language it exercises its function: for example, the Québecois language
must be evaluated not only in relation to standard French but also in rela-
tion to major English, from which it borrows all kinds of phonetic and syn-
tactical elements, in order to set them in variation. The Bantu dialects
must be evaluated not only in relation to the mother tongue but alsoin rela-
tion to Afrikaans as a major language, and English as a counter-major lan-
guage preferred by blacks.3® In short, the notion of dialect does not
elucidate that of minor language, but the other way around; it is the minor
language that defines dialects through its own possibilities for variation.
Should we identify major and minor languages on the basis of regional situ-
ations of bilingualism or multilingualism including at least one dominant
language and one dominated language, or a world situation giving certain
languages an imperialist power over others (forexample, the role of Ameri-
can English today)?

At least two things prevent us from adopting this point of view. As
Chomsky notes, a dialect, ghetto language, or minor language is not
immune to the kind of treatment that draws a homogeneous system from it
and extracts constants: Black English has its own grammar, which is not
defined by a sum of mistakes or infractions against standard English; but
that grammar can be studied only by applying to it the same rules of study
that are applied to standard English. In this sense, the notions of major and
minor seem to have no linguistic relevance. When French lost its world-
wide major function it lost nothing of its constancy and homogeneity, its
centralization. Conversely, Afrikaans attained homogeneity when it was a
locally minor language struggling against English. Even politically, espe-
cially politically, it is difficult to see how the upholders of a minor language
can operate if not by giving it (if only by writing in it) a constancy and
homogeneity making it a locally major language capable of forcing official
recognition (hence the political role of writers who assert the rights of a
minor language). But the opposite argument seems more compelling: the
more a language has or acquires the characteristics of a major language, the
more it is affected by continuous variations that transpose it into a
“minor” language. It is futile to criticize the worldwide imperialism of a
language by denouncing the corruptions it introduces into other languages
(for example, the purists’ criticisms of English influences in French, the
petit-bourgeois or academic denunciation of “Franglais™). For if a lan-
guage such as British English or American English is major on a world
scale, it is necessarily worked upon by all the minorities of the world, using
very diverse procedures of variation. Take the way Gaelic and Irish English
set English in variation. Or the way Black English and any number of
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“ghetto languages” set American English in variation, to the point that
New York is virtually a city without a language. (Furthermore, American
English could not have constituted itself without this linguistic labor of the
minorities.) Or the linguistic situation in the old Austrian empire: German
was a major language in relation to the minorities, but as such it could not
avoid being treated by those minorities in a way that made it a minor
language in relation to the German of the Germans. There is no language
that does not have intralinguistic, endogenous, internal minorities. So at
the most general level of linguistics, Chomsky’s and Labov’s positions are
constantly passing and converting into each other. Chomsky can say that
even a minor, dialectical, or ghetto language cannot be studied unless
invariants are extracted from it and “extrinsic or mixed” variables are
eliminated; and Labov canrespond that even a standard or major language
cannot be studied independently of “inherent” variations, which are pre-
cisely neither mixed nor extrinsic. You will never find a homogeneous sys-
tem that is not still or already affected by aregulated, continuous, immanent
process of variation(whydoes Chomsky pretend not to understand this?).
There are not, therefore, two kinds of languages but two possible treat-
ments of the same language. Either the variables are treated in such a way
as to extract from them constants and constant relations or in such a way as
to place them in continuous variation. We were wrong to give the impres-
sion at times that constants existed alongside variables, linguistic con-
stants alongside variables of enunciation: that was only for convenience of
presentation. For it is obvious that the constants are drawn from the varia-
bles themselves; universals in linguistics have no more existence in them-
selves than they do in economics and are always concluded from a
universalization or a rendering-uniform involving variables. Constant is
notopposedto variable;, it is a treatment ofthe variable opposed to the other
kind of treatment, or continuous variation. So-called obligatory rules cor-
respond to the first kind of treatment, whereas optional rules concern the
construction of a continuum of variation. Moreover, there are a certain
number of categories or distinctions that cannot be invoked, that are inap-
plicable and useless as a basis for objections because they presuppose the
firsttreatment and are entirely subordinated to the quest for constants: for
example, language as opposed to speech; synchrony as opposed to
diachrony; competence as opposed to performance; distinctive features as
opposed to nondistinctive (or secondarily distinctive) features. For
nondistinctive features, whether prosodic, stylistic, or pragmatic, are not
only omnipresent variables, in contrast to the presence orabsence of a con-
stant; they are not only superlinear and “suprasegmental” elements, in
contrast to linear segmental elements; their very characteristics give them
the power to place all the elements of language in a state of continuous
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variation—for example, the impact of tone on phonemes, accent on mor-
phemes, or intonation on syntax. These are not secondary features but
anothertreatment of language that no longer operatesaccordingto the pre-
ceding categories.

”Major” and “minor” do not qualify two different languages but rather
two usages or functions of language. Bilingualism, of course, provides a
good example, but once again we use it simply for the sake of convenience.
Doubtless, in the Austrian empire Czech was a minor language in relation
to German; but the German of Prague already functioned as a potentially
minor language in relation to the German of Vienna or Berlin; and Kafka, a
Czechoslovakian Jew writing in German, submits German to creative
treatment as a minor language, constructing a continuum of variation,
negotiating all of the variables both to constrict the constants and to
expand the variables: make language stammer, or make it “wail,” stretch
tensors through all of language, even written language, and draw from it
cries, shouts, pitches, durations, timbres, accents, intensities. Two con-
joined tendencies in so-called minor languages have often been noted: an
impoverishment, a shedding of syntactical and lexical forms; but simulta-
neously a strange proliferation of shifting effects, a taste for overload and
paraphrase. This applies to the German of Prague, Black English, and
Québecois. But with rare exceptions, the interpretation of the linguists has
been rather malevolent, invoking a consubstantial poverty and preciosity.
The alleged poverty is in fact a restriction of constants and the overload an
extension of variations functioning to deploy a continuum sweeping up all
components. The poverty is not a lack but a void or ellipsis allowing one to
sidestep a constant instead of tackling it head on, or to approach it from
above or below instead of positioning oneself within it. And the overload is
not a rhetorical figure, a metaphor, or symbolic structure; it is a mobile par-
aphrase bearing witness to the unlocalized presence of an indirect dis-
course at the heart of every statement. From both sides we see arejection of
reference points, a dissolution of constant form in favor of differences in
dynamic. The closer a language gets to this state, the closer it comes not
only to a system of musical notation, but also to music itself.3?

Subtract and place in variation, remove and place in variation: a single
operation. Minor languages are characterized not by overload and poverty
in relation to a standard or major language, but by a sobriety and variation
that are like a minor treatment of the standard language, a becoming-
minor of the major language. The problem is not the distinction between
major and minor language; it is one of a becoming. It is a question not of
reterritorializing oneself on a dialect or a patois but of deterritorializing
the major language. Black Americans do not oppose Black to English, they
transform the American English that is their own language into Black
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English. Minor languages do not exist in themselves: they exist only in rela-
tion to a major language and are also investments of that language for the
purpose of making it minor. One must find the minor language, the dialect
or rather idiolect, on the basis of which one can make one’s own major lan-
guage minor. That is the strength of authors termed “minor,” who are in
fact the greatest, the only greats: having to conquer one’s own language, in
other words, to attain that sobriety in the use of a major language, in order
toplaceitinastate of continuous variation (the opposite of regionalism). It
isin one’s own language that one is bilingual or multilingual. Conquer the
major language in order to delineate in it as yet unknown minor languages.
Use the minor language to send the major language racing. Minor authors
are foreigners in their own tongue. If they are bastards, if they experience
themselves as bastards, it is due not to a mixing or intermingling of lan-
guages but rather to a subtraction and variation of their own language
achieved by stretching tensors through it.

The notion of minority is very complex, with musical, literary, linguis-
tic, as well as juridical and political, references. The opposition between
minority and majority is not simply quantitative. Majority implies a con-
stant, of expression or content, serving as a standard measure by which to
evaluate it. Let us suppose that the constant or standard is the average
adult-white-heterosexual-European-male-speaking a standard language
(Joyce’s or Ezra Pound’s Ulysses). It is obvious that “man” holds the
majority, even if he is less numerous than mosquitoes, children, women,
blacks, peasants, homosexuals, etc. That is because he appears twice, once
in the constant and again in the variable from which the constant is
extracted. Majority assumes a state of power and domination, not the other
way around. It assumes the standard measure, not the other way around.
Even Marxism “has almost always translated hegemony from the point of
view of the national worker, qualified, male and over thirty-five.”40 A
determination different from that of the constant will therefore be consid-
ered minoritarian, by nature and regardless of number, in other words, a
subsystem or an outsystem. This is evident in all the operations, electoral
or otherwise, where you are given a choice, but on the condition that your
choice conform to the limits of the constant (“you mustn’t choose to
change society...”). But at this point, everything is reversed. For the
majority, insofar as it is analytically included in the abstract standard, is
never anybody, it is always Nobody—UIlysses—whereas the minority is
thebecomingofeverybody, one’s potential becoming to theextentthatone
deviates from the model. There is a majoritarian “fact,” but it is the ana-
lytic fact of Nobody, as opposed to the becoming-minoritarian of every-
body. That is why we must distinguish between: the majoritarian as a
constant and homogeneous system; minorities as subsystems; and the
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minoritarian as a potential, creative and created, becoming. The problem
is never to acquire the majority, even in order to install a new constant.
There is no becoming-majoritarian; majority is never becoming. All
becoming is minoritarian. Women, regardless of their numbers, are a
minority, definable as a state or subset; but they create only by making pos-
sible a becoming over which they do not have ownership, into which they
themselves must enter; this is a becoming-woman affecting all of human-
kind, men and women both. The same goes for minor languages: they are
not simply sublanguages, idiolects or dialects, but potential agents of the
major language’s entering into a becoming-minoritarian of all of its dimen-
sions and elements. We should distinguish between minor languages, the
major language, and the becoming-minor of the major language. Minori-
ties, of course, are objectively definablestates, states of language, ethnicity,
or sex with their own ghetto territorialities, but they must also be thought
of as seeds, crystals of becoming whose value is to trigger uncontrollable
movements and deterritorializations of the mean or majority. That is why
Pasolini demonstrated that the essential thing, precisely in free indirect
discourse, is to be found neither in language A, nor in language B, but “in
language X, which is none other than language A in the actual process of
becoming language B.”*! There is a universal figure of minoritarian con-
sciousness as the becoming of everybody, and that becoming is creation.
One does not attain it by acquiring the majority. The figureto which we are
referring is continuous variation, as an amplitude that continually over-
steps the representative threshold of the majoritarian standard, by excess
or default. Inerectingthe figure of a universal minoritarian consciousness,
one addresses powers (puissances) of becoming that belong to a different
realm from that of Power (Pouvoir) and Domination. Continuous variation
constitutes the becoming-minoritarian of everybody, as opposed to the
majoritarian Fact of Nobody. Becoming-minoritarian as the universal fig-
ure of consciousness is called autonomy. It is certainly not by using a minor
language as a dialect, by regionalizing or ghettoizing, that one becomes
revolutionary; rather, by using a number of minority elements, by connect-
ing, conjugating them, one invents a specific, unforeseen, autonomous be-
coming.*2

The major and minor mode are two different treatments of language,
one of which consists in extracting constants from it, the other in placing it
in continuous variation. The order-word is the variable of enunciationthat
effectuates the condition of possibility of language and definesthe usage of
its elements according to one of the two treatments; we must therefore
return to it as the only “metalanguage” capable of accounting for this dou-
ble direction, this double treatment of variables. The problem of the func-
tions of language is in general poorly formulated because this order-word
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variable, which subsumes all possible functions, is overlooked. Following
Canetti’s suggestions, we may begin from the following pragmatic situa-
tion: the order-word is a death sentence; italways implies a death sentence,
even if it has been considerably softened, becoming symbolic, initiatory,
temporary, etc. Order-words bring immediate death to those who receive
the order, or potential death if they do not obey, or a death they must them-
selves inflict, take elsewhere. A father’s orders to his son, “You will do
this,” “You will not do that,” cannot be separated from the little death sen-
tence the son experiences on a point of his person. Death, death; it is the
only judgment, and it is what makes judgment a system. The verdict. But
the order-word is also something else, inseparably connected: it is like a
warning cry or a message to flee. It would be oversimplifying to say that
flight is a reaction against the order-word; rather, it is included in it, as its
otherfaceina complex assemblage, its other component. Canetti is right to
invoke the lion’s roar, which enunciates flight and death simultaneously.*3
The order-word has two tones. The prophet receives order-words just as
much in taking flight as in longing for death: Jewish prophetism fused the
wish to be dead and the flight impulse with the divine order-word.

Now if we consider the first aspect of the order-word, in other words,
death as the expressed of the statement, it clearly meets the preceding
requirements: even though death essentially concerns bodies, isattributed
to bodies, itsimmediacy, its instantaneousness, lends it the authentic char-
acter of an incorporeal transformation. What precedes and follows it may
be an extensive system of actions and passions, a slow labor of bodies; in
itself, it is neither action nor passion, but a pure act, a pure transformation
that enunciation fuses with the statement, the sentence. That man is dead
... You are already dead when you receive the order-word . . . In effect,
death is everywhere, as that ideal, uncrossable boundary separating bod-
ies, their forms, and states, and as the condition, even initiatory, even sym-
bolic, through which a subject must pass in order to change its form or
state. This is the sense in which Canetti speaks of “enantiomorphosis™:*4 a
regime that involves a hieratic and immutable Master who at every
moment legislates by constants, prohibiting or strictly limiting metamor-
phoses, giving figures clear and stable contours, setting forms in opposi-
tion two by two and requiring subjects to die in order to pass from one form
to the other. It is always by means of something incorporeal that a body sep-
arates and distinguishes itself from another. The figure, insofar as it is the
extremity of a body, is the noncorporeal attribute that limits and completes
that body: death is the Figure. It is through death that a body reaches com-
pletion not only in time but in space, and it is through death that its lines
form or outline a shape. There are dead spaces just asthere are dead times.
“If [enantiomorphosis is] practiced often the whole world shrivels. . . .
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Social prohibitions against metamorphosis are perhaps the most impor-
tant of all. . . . Death itself, the strictest of all boundaries, is what is inter-
posed between classes.”#’ In a regime of this kind, any new body requires
the erection of an opposable form, as well as the formation of distinct sub-
jects; death is the general incorporeal transformation attributed to all bod-
ies from the standpoint of their forms and substances (for example, the
body of the Party cannot come into its own without an operation of
enantiomorphosis, and without the formation of new activists, which
assumes the elimination of the first generation).

It is true that we are bringing in considerations of content as well as
expression. Forevenat the momentwhen the two planesare most distinct,
as the regime of bodies and the regime of signs in an assemblage, they are
still in reciprocal presupposition. The incorporeal transformation is the
expressed of order-words, but also the attribute of bodies. Not only do lin-
guistic variables of expression enter into relations of formal opposition or
distinction favorable to the extraction of constants; nonlinguistic variables
of content do also. As Hjelmslev notes, an expression is divided, for exam-
ple, into phonic units in the same way a content is divided into social, zoo-
logical, or physical units (“calf” divides into young-bovine-male).4¢ The
network of binarities, or arborescences, is applicable to both sides. There
is, however, no analytic resemblance, correspondence, or conformity
between the two planes. But their independence does not preclude isomor-
phism, in other words, the existence of the same kind of constant relations
on both sides. It is by virtue of this type of relations that linguistic and
nonlinguistic elements are inseparable from the start, despite their absence
of correspondence. The elements of content give the interminglings of bod-
ies clear contours at the same time as the elements of expression give the
noncorporeal expresseds a power of sentencing or judgment. These ele-
ments are all abstract or deterritorialized to different degrees, but in each
instance they effect a reterritorialization of the overall assemblage on cer-
tain order-words and contours. Indeed, the significance of the doctrine of
synthetic judgment is to have demonstrated that there is an a priori link
(isomorphism) between Sentence and Figure, form of expression and form
of content.

If we consider the other aspect of the order-word, flight rather than
death, itappears that variables are in a new state, that of continuous varia-
tion. An incorporeal transformation is still attributed to bodies, but it is
now a passage to the limit: that is the only way, not to eliminate death, but
toreduce it or make it a variation itself. This movement pushes language to
its own limits, while bodies are simultaneously caught up in a movement of
metamorphosis of their contents or a process of exhaustion causing them
toreach or overstep thelimit of their figures. Thisis an appropriate place to
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bring up the opposition between minor sciences and major sciences: for
example, the tendency of the broken line to become a curve, a whole opera-
tive geometry of the trait and movement, a pragmatic science of placings-
in-variation that operates in a different manner than the royal or major
science of Euclid’s invariants and travels a long history of suspicion and
even repression (we will return to this question later).4” The smallest inter-
val is always diabolical: the master of metamorphoses is opposed to the
invariant hieratic king. It is as though an intense matter or a continuum of
variation were freed, here in the internal tensors of language, there in the
internal tensions of content. The idea of the smallest interval does not
apply to figures of the same nature; it implies at least a curve and a straight
line, a circle and a tangent. We witness a transformation of substances and
adissolution of forms, a passage to the limit or flight from contours in favor
of fluid forces, flows, air, light, and matter, such that a body or a word does
not end at a precise point. We witness the incorporeal power of that intense
matter, the material power of that language. A matter more immediate,
more fluid, and more ardent than bodies or words. Incontinuous variation
the relevant distinction is no longer between a form of expression and a
form of content but between two inseparable planes in reciprocal presup-
position. The relativity of the distinction between them is now fully rea-
lized on the plane of consistency, where the assemblage is swept up by a
now absolute deterritorialization. Absolute, however, does not mean
undifferentiated: differences, now “infinitely small,” are constituted in a
single matter serving both for expression as incorporeal power and for con-
tent as limitless corporeality. The relation of presupposition between vari-
ables of content and expression no longer requires two forms: the
placing-in-variation of the variables instead draws the two forms together
and effects the conjunction of cutting edges of deterritorialization on both
sides; this occurs on the plane of a single liberated matter that contains no
figures, is deliberately unformed, and retains in expression and in content
only those cutting edges, tensors, and tensions. Gesturesand things, voices
and sounds, are caught up in the same “opera,” swept away by the same
shifting effects of stammering, vibrato, tremolo, and overspilling. A syn-
thesizer places all of the parameters in continuous variation, gradually
making “fundamentally heterogeneous elements end up turning into each
other in some way.” The moment this conjunction occurs there is a com-
mon matter. It is only at this point that one reaches the abstract machine, or
the diagram of the assemblage. The synthesizer has replaced judgment,
and matter hasreplaced the figure or formed substance. Itisno longer even
appropriate to group biological, physicochemical, and energetic intensi-
ties on the one hand, and mathematical, aesthetic, linguistic, informa-
tional, semiotic intensities, etc., on the other. The multiplicity of systems
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of intensities conjugates or forms a rhizome throughout the entire assem-
blage the moment the assemblage is swept up by these vectors or tensions of
flight. For the question was not how to elude the order-word but how to
elude the death sentence it envelops, how to develop its power of escape,
how to prevent escape from veering into the imaginary or falling into a
black hole, how to maintain or draw out the revolutionary potentiality of
the order-word. Hofmannsthal adopts the order-word, “Germany, Ger-
many!”, or the need to reterritorialize, even in a “melancholy mirror.” But
beneath this order-word he hears another, as if the old German “figures”
were mere constants that were then effaced to uncover a relation with
nature and life all the more profound for being variable. When should this
relation to life be a hardening, when submission? At what moment is rebel-
lion called for and at what moment surrender or impassibility? Whenisdry
speech necessary and when exuberance or amusement?*8 Whatever the
breaks and ruptures, only continuous variation brings forth this virtual
line, this virtual continuum of life, “the essential element of the real
beneath the everyday.” There is a splendid statement in one of Herzog’s
films. The main character asks himself a question and then says, Who will
answer this answer? Actually, there is no question, answers are all one ever
answers. To the answer already contained in a question (cross-exam-
ination, competition, plebiscite, etc.) one should respond with questions
from another answer. One should bring forth the order-word of the order-
word. In the order-word, life must answer the answer of death, not by flee-
ing, but by making flight act and create. There are pass-words beneath
order-words. Words that pass, words that are components of passage,
whereas order-words mark stoppages or organized, stratified composi-
tions. A single thing or word undoubtedly has this twofold nature: it is nec-
essary to extract one from the other—to transform the compositions of
order into components of passage.



5. 587 B.c.-aD. 70: On Several Regimes
of Signs

The Order of the Ark of the Israelites

A New Regime

We call any specific formalization of expression a regime of signs, at least
when the expression is linguistic. A regime of signs constitutes a semiotic
system. But it appears difficult to analyze semiotic systems in themselves:
there is always a form of content that is simultaneously inseparable from
and independent of the form of expression, and the two forms pertain to
assemblages that are not principally linguistic. However, one can proceed
as though the formalization of expression were autonomous and self-
sufficient. Even if that is done, there is such diversity in the forms of
expression, such a mixture of these forms, that it is impossible to attach
any particular privilege to the form or regime of the “signifier.” If we call
the signifying semiotic system semiology, then semiology is only one
regime of signs among others, and not the most important one. Hence the
necessity ofa return to pragmatics, in which language never has universal-
ity in itself, self-sufficient formalization, a general semiology, or a meta-
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language. Thus it is the study of the signifying regime that first testifies to
the inadequacy of linguistic presuppositions, and in the very name of
regimes of signs.

There is a simple general formula for the signifying regime of the sign
(the signifying sign): every sign refers to another sign, and only to another
sign, ad infinitum. That iswhy, at the limit, one can forgo the notion of the
sign, for what is retained is not principally the sign’s relation to a state of
thingsit designates, or to an entity it signifies, but only the formal relation
of sign to sign insofar as it defines a so-called signifying chain. The
limitlessness of signifiance replaces the sign. When denotation (here, des-
ignation and signification taken together)is assumed to be part of connota-
tion, one is wholly within this signifying regime of the sign. Not much
attention is paid to indexes, in other words, the territorial states of things
constituting the designatable. Not much attention is paid to icons, that is,
operations of reterritorialization constituting the signifiable. Thusthe sign
has already attained a high degree of relative deterritorialization; it is
thought of as a symbolin a constant movement of referral from sign to sign.
The signifier is the sign in redundancy with the sign. All signs are signs of
signs. The question is not yet what a given sign signifies but to which other
signs it refers, or which signs add themselves to it to form a network with-
out beginning or end that projects its shadow onto an amorphous atmo-
spheric continuum. It is this amorphous continuum that for the moment
plays the role of the “signified,” but it continually glides beneath the
signifier, for which it serves only as a medium or wall: the specific forms of
all contents dissolve init. The atmospherization or mundanization of con-
tents. Contents are abstracted. This is the situation Lévi-Strauss describes:
the world begins to signify before anyone knows what it signifies; the signi-
fied is given without being known.! Your wife looked at you with a funny
expression. And this morning the mailman handed you a letter from the
IRS and crossed his fingers. Then you stepped in a pile of dog shit. You saw
two sticks on the sidewalk positioned like the hands of a watch. They were
whispering behind your back when you arrived at the office. It doesn’t mat-
ter what it means, it’s still signifying. The sign that refers to other signs is
struck with a strange impotence and uncertainty, but mighty is the signifier
that constitutes the chain. The paranoiac shares this impotence of the
deterritorialized sign assailing him from every direction in the gliding
atmosphere, but that only gives him better access to the superpower of the
signifier, through the royal feeling of wrath, as master of the network
spreading through the atmosphere. The paranoid despotic regime: they are
attacking me and making me suffer, but I can guess what they’re up to, I'm
one step ahead of them, I’ve always known, | have power even in my impo-
tence. “I'll get them.”
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Nothing is ever over and done with in a regime of this kind. It’s made for
that, it’s the tragic regime of infinite debt, to which one is simultaneously
debtor and creditor. A sign refers to another sign, into which it passes and
which carries it into still other signs. “To the point that itreturnsin a circu-
lar fashion ...” Not only do signs form an infinite network, but the net-
work of signs is infinitely circular. The statement survives its object, the
name survives its owner. Whether it passes into other signs or is kept in
reserve for a time, the sign survives both its state of things and its signified;
it leaps like an animal or a dead person to regain its place in the chain and
invest a new state, a new signified, from which it will in turn extricate
itself .2 A hint of the eternal return. There is a whole regime of roving, float-
ing statements, suspended names, signs lying in wait to return and be
propelled by the chain. The signifier as the self-redundancy of the deterri-
torialized sign, a funereal world of terror.

But what counts is less this circularity of signs than the multiplicity of
the circles or chains. The sign refers not only to other signs in the same cir-
cle, but to signs in other circles or spirals as well. Robert Lowie describes
how Crow and Hopi men react differently when their wives cheat on them
(the Crow are nomadic hunters and the Hopi sedentaries with an imperial
tradition): “A Crow Indian whose wife has cheated on him slashes her face,
whereas the Hopi who has fallen victim to the same misfortune, without
losing his calm, withdraws and prays for droughtand famine to descend on
the village.” It is easy to see where the paranoia resides, the despotic ele-
ment or signifying regime, or again, as Lévi-Strauss says, “the bigotry”: “In
effect, for a Hopi everything is connected: a social disturbance or adomes-
tic incident calls into question the system of the universe, the levels of
whichareunited by multiple correspondences; a disruption on oneplaneis
onlyintelligible,and morally tolerable, as a projection of other disruptions
involving other levels.”? The Hopijump from one circle to another, or from
one sign to another on a different spiral. One leaves the village or the city,
only to return. The jumps may be regulated not only by presignifying ritu-
als but also by a whole imperial bureaucracy passing judgment on their
legitimacy. The jumps are not made at random, they are not without rules.
Not only are they regulated, but some are prohibited: Do not overstep the
outermost circle, do not approach the innermost circle . . . There is a dis-
tinction between circles because, although all signs refer to each other only
to the extent that they are deterritorialized, oriented toward the same cen-
ter of signifiance, distributed throughout an amorphous continuum, they
have different speeds of deterritorialization attesting to a place of origin
(temple, palace, house, street, village, bush, etc.), and they have differential
relations maintaining the distinction between circles or constituting
thresholds in the atmosphere of the continuum (private and public, family
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incident and social disorder). Moreover, the distribution of these thresh-
olds and circles changesaccording to the case. Deception is fundamental to
the system. Jumping from circle to circle, always moving the scene, playing
it out somewhere else: such is the hysteric operation of the deceiver as sub-
ject, answering to the paranoid operation of the despot installed in his cen-
ter of signifiance.

There is one other aspect: the signifying regime is not simply faced with
the task of organizing into circles signs emitted from every direction; it
must constantly assure the expansion of the circles or spiral, it must pro-
vide the center with more signifier to overcome the entropy inherent in the
system and to make new circles blossom or replenish the old. Thus a secon-
dary mechanism in the service of signifiance is necessary: interpretance or
interpretation. This time the signifier assumes a new figure: it is no longer
the amorphous continuum that is given without being known and across
which the network of signs is strung. A portion of signified is made to corre-
spond to a sign or group of signs for which that signified has been deemed
suitable, thus making it knowable. To the syntagmatic axis of the sign refer-
ring to other signs is added a paradigmatic axis on which the sign, thus for-
malized, fashions for itself a suitable signified (once again there is
abstraction of the content, but in a new way). The interpretive priest, the
seer, is one of the despot-god’s bureaucrats. A new aspect of deception
arises, the deception of the priest: interpretation is carried to infinity and
never encounters anything to interpret thatisnotalreadyitself an interpre-
tation. The signified constantly reimparts signifier, recharges it or pro-
duces more of it. The form always comes from the signifier. The ultimate
signified is therefore the signifier itself, in its redundancy or “excess.” It is
perfectly futile to claim to transcend interpretation or even communica-
tion through the production of signifier, because communication and
interpretation are what always serve to reproduce and produce signifier.
That is certainly not the way to revive the notion of production. The dis-
covery of the psychoanalyst-priests (a discovery every kind of priest or seer
made in their time) was that interpretation had to be subordinated to
signifiance, to the point that the signifier would impart no signified with-
out the signified reimparting signifier in its turn. Actually, there is no
longer even any need to interpret, but that is because the best interpreta-
tion, the weightiest and most radical one, is an eminently significant
silence. It is well known that although psychoanalysts have ceased to speak,
they interpret even more, or better yet, fuel interpretation on the part of the
subject, who jumps from one circle of hell to the next. In truth, signifiance
and interpretosis are the two diseases of the earth or the skin, in other
words, humankind’s fundamental neurosis.

There is not much tosay about the center of signifiance, or the Signifier
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in person, because it is a pure abstraction no less than a pure principle; in
other words, it is nothing. Lack or excess, it hardly matters. It comes to the
same thing to say that the sign refers to other signs ad infinitum and that the
infinite set of all signs refers to a supreme signifier. At any rate, this pure
formal redundancy of the signifier could not even be conceptualized if it
did not have its own substance of expression, for which we must find a
name: faciality. Not only is language always accompanied by faciality
traits, but the face crystallizes all redundancies, it emits and receives,
releases and recaptures signifying signs. It is a whole body unto itself: it is
like the body of the center of signifiance to which all of the deterritorialized
signs affix themselves, and it marks the limit of their deterritorialization.
The voice emanates from the face; that is why, however fundamentally
important the writing machine is in the imperial bureaucracy, what is writ-
ten retains an oral or nonbook character. The face is the Icon proper to the
signifying regime, the reterritorialization internal to the system. The
signifier reterritorializes on the face. The face is what gives the signifier
substance; it is what fuels interpretation, and it is what changes, changes
traits, when interpretation reimparts signifier to its substance. Look, his
expression changed. The signifier is always facialized. Faciality reigns
materially over that whole constellation of signifiances and interpretations
(psychologists have written extensively on the baby’s relations to the moth-
er’s face, and sociologists on the role of the face in mass media and adver-
tising). The despot-god has never hidden his face, far from it: he makes
himself one, or even several. The mask does not hide the face, it is the face.
The priest administers the face of the god. With the despot, everything is
public, and everything that is public is so by virtue of the face. Lies and
deception may be a fundamental part of the signifying regime, but secrecy
is not.* Conversely, when the face is effaced, when the faciality traits dis-
appear, we can be sure that we have entered another regime, other zones
infinitely muter and more imperceptible where subterranean becomings-
animal occur, becomings-molecular, nocturnal deterritorializations over-
spilling the limits of the signifying system. The despot or god brandishes
the solar face that is his entire body, as the body of the signifier. He looked
at me queerly, he knitted his brow, what did I do to make him change
expression? I have her picture in front of me, it’s as if she were watching me
.. .Surveillance by the face, as Strindberg said. Overcoding by the signifier,
irradiation in all directions, unlocalized omnipresence.

Finally, the face or body of the despot or god has something like a
counterbody: the body of the tortured, or better, of the excluded. There is
no question that these two bodies communicate, forthe body ofthe despot
is sometimes subjected to trials of humiliation or even torture, or of exile
and exclusion. “At the opposite pole one might imagine placing the body of
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the condemned man; he, too, has his legal status; he gives rise to his own
ceremonial . . . not in order to ground the surplus power possessed by the
person of the sovereign, but in order to code the lack of power with which
those subjected to punishment are marked. In the darkest region of the
political field the condemned man outlines the symmetrical, inverted fig-
ure of the king.”> The one who is tortured is fundamentally one who loses
his or her face, enteringintoa becoming-animal, a becoming-molecular the
ashes of which are thrown to the wind. But it appears that the one who is
tortured is not at all the final term, but rather the first step before exclu-
sion. Oedipus, at least, understood that. He tortured himself, gouged out
his own eyes, then went away. The rite, the becoming-animal of the scape-
goat clearly illustrates this: a first expiatory animal is sacrificed, but a sec-
ond is driven away, sent out into the desert wilderness. In the signifying
regime, the scapegoat represents a new form of increasing entropy in the
system of signs: it is charged with everything that was “bad” in a given
period, that is, everything that resisted signifying signs, everything that
eluded the referral from sign to sign through the different circles; it also
assumes everything that was unable to recharge the signifier at its center
and carries off everything that spills beyond the outermost circle. Finally,
and especially, it incarnates that line of flight the signifying regime cannot
tolerate, in other words, an absolute deterritorialization; the regime must
block a line of this kind or define it in an entirely negative fashion precisely
because it exceeds the degree of deterritorialization of the signifying sign,
however high it may be. The line of flight is like a tangent to the circles of
signifiance and the center of the signifier. It is under a curse. The goat’s
anus stands opposite the face of the despot or god. Anything that threatens
to put the system to flight will be killed or put to flight itself. Anything that
exceeds the excess of the signifier or passes beneath it will be marked with a
negative value. Your only choice will be between a goat’s ass and the face of
the god, between sorcerers and priests. The complete system, then, consists
of'the paranoid face or body ofthe despot-god in the signifying center ofthe
temple; the interpreting priests who continually recharge the signified in
the temple, transforming it into signifier; the hysterical crowd of people
outside, clumped in tight circles, who jump from one circle to another; the
faceless, depressive scapegoat emanating from the center, chosen, treated,
and adorned by the priests, cutting across the circles in its headlong flight
into the desert. This excessively hasty overview isapplicable not only to the
imperial despotic regime but to all subjected, arborescent, hierarchical,
centered groups: political parties, literary movements, psychoanalytic
associations, families, conjugal units, etc. The photo, faciality, redun-
dancy, signifiance, and interpretation are at work everywhere. The dreary
world of the signifier; its archaism with an always contemporary function;
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its essential deception, connoting all of its aspects; its profound antics.
The signifier reigns over every domestic squabble, and in every State
apparatus.

The signifying regime of the sign is defined by eight aspects or princi-
ples: (1) the sign refers to another sign, ad infinitum (the limitlessness of
signifiance, which deterritorializes the sign); (2) the sign is brought back by
other signs and never ceases to return (the circularity of the deterrito-
rialized sign); (3) the sign jumps from circle to circle and constantly dis-
places the center at the same time as it ties into it (the metaphor or hysteria
of signs); (4) the expansion of the circles is assured by interpretations that
impart signified and reimpart signifier (the interpretosis of the priest); (5)
theinfinite set of signs referstoa supreme signifier presenting itselfas both
lack and excess (the despotic signifier, the limit of the system’s deterrito-
rialization); (6) the form of the signifier has a substance, or the signifier has
abody, namely, the Face (the principle of faciality traits, which constitutea
reterritorialization); (7) the system’s line of flight is assigned a negative
value, condemned as that which exceeds the signifying regime’s power of
deterritorialization (the principle of the scapegoat); (8) the regime is one of
universal deception, in its jumps, in the regulated circles, in the seer’s regu-
lation of interpretations, in the publicness of the facialized center, and in
the treatment of the line of flight.

Not only is this semiotic system not the first, but we see no reason to
accord it any particular privilege from the standpoint of an abstract evolu-
tionism. We would like to indicate very briefly certain characteristics of the
other two semiotic systems. First, the so-called primitive, presignifying
semiotic, which is much closer to “natural” codings operating without
signs. There is no reduction to faciality as the sole substance of expression:
there is no elimination of forms of content through abstraction of the signi-
fied. To the extent that there is still abstraction of content from a strictly
semiotic point of view, it fosters a pluralism or polyvocality of forms of
expression that prevents any power takeover by the signifier and preserves
expressive forms particular to content; thus forms of corporeality,
gesturality, rhythm, dance, and rite coexist heterogeneously with the vocal
form.® A variety of forms and substances of expression intersect and form
relays. It is a segmentary but plurilinear, multidimensional semiotic that
wards off any kind of signifying circularity. Segmentarity is the law of the
lineages. Here, the sign owes its degree of relative deterritorialization not
to a perpetual referral to other signs but rather to a confrontation between
the territorialities and compared segments from which each sign is
extracted (the camp, the bush, the moving of the camp). Not only is the
polyvocality of statements preserved, but it is possible to finish with a
statement: A name that has been used up is abolished, a situation quite
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unlike the placing in reserve or transformation occurring in the signifying
semiotic. The meaning of cannibalism in a presignifying regime is pre-
cisely this: eating the name, a semiography that is fully a part of a semiotic
in spite of its relation to content (the relation is an expressive one).” It
should not be thought that a semiotic of this kind functions by ignorance,
repression, or foreclosure of the signifier. On the contrary, itisanimated by
akeen presentiment of what is to come. It does not need to understandit to
fight against it. It is wholly destined by its very segmentarity and poly-
vocality to avert the already-present threat: universalizing abstraction,
erection of the signifier, circularity of statements, and their correlates, the
State apparatus, the instatement of the despot, the priestly caste, the scape-
goat, etc. Every time they eat a dead man, they can say: one more the State
won’t get.

There is another semiotic, the countersignifying semiotic (whose most
notable representatives are the fearsome, warlike, and animal-raising
nomads, as opposed to hunter nomads, who belong to the previous
semiotic). This time, the semiotic proceeds less by segmentarity than by
arithmetic and numeration. Of course, the number alreadyplayedarole of
great importance in the division and union of segmentary lineages; it also
had a function of decisive importance in the signifying imperial bureau-
cracy. But that was a kind of number that represented or signified, a num-
ber “incited, produced, caused by something other than itself.” On the
contrary, a numerical sign that is not produced by something outside the
system of marking it institutes, which marks a mobile and plural distribu-
tion, which itself determines functions and relations, which arrives at
arrangements rather than totals, distributions rather than collections,
which operates more by breaks, transitions, migration, and accumulation
than by combining units—a sign of this kind would appear to belong to the
semiotic of anomad war machine directed against the State apparatus. The
numbering number.? Its numerical organization into tens, fifties, hun-
dreds, thousands, etc., and the associated spatial organization were obvi-
ously adopted by State armies, but basically bear witness to a military
system specific to the great nomads of the steppes, from the Hyksos to the
Mongols. They were superposed upon the principle of lineage. Secrecy and
spying are important elements of the war machine’s semiotic of Numbers.
The role of Numbers in the Bible is not unrelated to the nomads, since
Moses got the idea from his father-in-law, Jethro the Kenite: he useditasan
organizational principle for the march and migration, and applied it him-
self to the military domain. In this countersignifying regime, the imperial
despotic line of flight is replaced by a line of abolition that turns back
against the great empires, cuts across them and destroys them, or else con-
quers them and integrates with them to form a mixed semiotic.
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We would like to go into greater detail on a fourth regime of signs, the
postsignifying regime, which has different characteristics opposing it to
signifiance and is defined by a unique procedure, that of “subjecti-
fication.”

There are many regimes of signs. Our own list is arbitrarily limited.
There is no reason to identify aregime or a semioticsystem with a people
or historical moment. Thereissuchmixturewithin the same period or the
same people that we can say no more than that a given people, language,
or period assures the relative dominance of a certain regime. Perhaps all
semiotics are mixed and not only combine with various forms of content
but also combine different regimes of signs. Presignifying elements are
always active in the signifying regime; countersignifying elements are
always present and at work within it; and postsignifying elements are
already there. Even that is to mark too much temporality. The semiotics
and their mixtures may appear in a history of confrontation and inter-
mingling of peoples, but also in languages in which there are several com-
peting functions, or in a psychiatric hospital in which different forms of
insanity coexistamongthepatientsor even combine in asingle patient; or
in an ordinary conversation in which people are speaking the same
tongue but different languages (all of a sudden a fragment of an unex-
pected semiotic surfaces). We are not suggesting an evolutionism, we are
noteven doinghistory. Semiotic systems depend on assemblages, and it is
the assemblages that determine that a given people, period, or language,
and even a given style, fashion, pathology, or minuscule eventin alimited
situation, can assure the predominance of one semiotic or another. We
are trying to make maps of regimes of signs: we can turn them around or
retain selected coordinates or dimensions, and depending on the case we
will be dealing with a social formation, a pathological delusion (délire), a
historical event, etc. We will see this on another occasion when we deal
with a dated social system, “courtly love,” and then switch to a private
enterprise called “masochism.” We can also combine maps or separate
them. To make the distinction between two types of semiotics (for exam-
ple, the postsignifying regime and the signifying regime), we must con-
sider very diverse domains simultaneously.

In the first years of the twentieth century, psychiatry, at the height of its
clinical skills, confronted the problem of nonhallucinatory delusions in
which mental integrity is retained without “intellectual diminishment.”
There was a first major grouping, paranoid or interpretive delusions,
which already subsumed various aspects. But the question of the possible
independence of another group was prefigured in Esquirol’s monomania
and Kraepelin’s querulous delusion, and later defined by Sérieux and
Capgras as grievance delusion, and by Clérambault as passional delusion
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(“querulousness or seeking redress, jealousy, erotomania”). Basing our-
selves on very fine studies of Sérieux and Capgras on the one hand, and
Clérambault on the other (the latter took the distinction furthest), we will
contrast a paranoid-interpretive ideal regime of signifiance with a
passional, postsignifying subjective regime. The first regime is defined by
an insidious onset and a hidden center bearing witness to endogenous
forces organized around an idea; by the development of a network stretch-
ing across an amorphous continuum, a gliding atmosphere into which the
slightest incident may be carried; by an organization of radiating circles
expanding by circular irradiation in all directions, and in which the indi-
vidual jumps from one point to another, one circle to another, approaches
the center then moves away, operates prospectively and retrospectively;
and by a transformation of the atmosphere, as a function of variable traits
or secondary centers clustered around a principal nucleus. The second
regime, on the contrary, is defined by a decisive external occurrence, by a
relation with the outside that is expressed more as an emotionthan anidea,
and more as effort oractionthanimagination (“active delusionratherthan
ideational delusion”); by a limited constellation operating in a single sec-
tor; by a “postulate” or “concise formula” serving as the point of departure
for a linear series or proceeding that runs its course, at which point a new
proceeding begins. In short, it operates by the linear and temporal succes-
sion of finite proceedings, rather than by the simultaneity of circles in unlim-
ited expansion.®

This story of two kinds of delusions without intellectual diminishment
is of great importance. For it is not a disruption of a preexisting discipline
of psychiatry;itlies at the heart of the constitution of the psychiatrist in the
nineteenth century and explains why he or she was from the start what he
or she has been ever since: the psychiatrist was born cornered, caught
between legal, police, humanitarian demands, accused of not being a true
doctor, suspected of mistaking the sane for mad and the mad for sane, prey
to quandaries of conscience, the last Hegelian belle ame. If we consider the
two types of intact delusions, we can say that people in the first group seem
to be completely mad, but aren’t: President Schreber developed his radiat-
ing paranoia and relations with God in every direction, but he was not mad
in that he remained capable of managing his wealth wisely and distinguish-
ing between circles. At the other pole are those who do not seem mad in any
way, but are, as borne out by their sudden actions, such as quarrels, arsons,
murders (Esquirol’s four great monomanias, erotic, intellectual, arson,
and homocidal, already belong in this category). In short, psychiatry was
not at all constituted in relation to the concept of madness, or even as a
modification of that concept, but rather by its split in these two opposite
directions. And is it not our own double image, all of ours, that psychiatry
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thus reveals: seeming mad without being it, then being it without seeming
it? (This twofold assertion is also psychoanalysis’s point of departure, its
way of linking into psychiatry: we seem to be mad but aren’t, observe the
dream; we are mad but don’t seem to be, observe everyday life.) Thus psy-
chiatrists were alternately in the position of on the one hand pleading for
tolerance and understanding, underscoring the uselessness of confine-
ment, appealing for open-door asylums; and on the other arguing for
stepped-up surveillance and special high-security asylums, stricter mea-
sures necessitated by the fact that the mad seemed not to be.!? Is it by
chancethat the distinction between the two major kinds of delusions, idea-
tional and active, in many ways recapitulates the distinction between the
classes (paranoiacs do not particularly need to be committed, they are usu-
ally bourgeois, whereas monomaniacs, passional redress-seekers, are most
often from the working and rural classes, or are marginal, as in the case of
political assassins).!! A classwith radiant, irradiating ideas (but of course!)
against a class reduced to linear, sporadic, partial, local actions . . . All par-
anoiacs are not bourgeois, all passionals or monomaniacs are not proletar-
ian. But God and his psychiatrists are charged with recognizing, among
these de facto mixes, those who preserve, even in delusion, the class-based
social order, and those who sow disorder, even strictly localized, such as
haystack fires, parental murders, déclassé love and aggression.

We are trying, then, to make a distinction between a paranoid, signify-
ing, despotic regime of signs and a passional or subjective, postsignifying,
authoritarian regime. Authoritarian is assuredly not the same as despotic,
passional is not the same as paranoid, and subjective is not the same as sig-
nifying. What happens in the second regime, by comparison with the signi-
fying regime as we have already defined it? In the first place, a sign or
packet of signs detaches from the irradiating circular network and sets to
work on its own account, starts runninga straight line, asthoughsweptinto
a narrow, open passage. Already the signifying system drew a line of flight
or deterritorialization exceeding the specific index of its deterritorialized
signs, but the system gave that line a negative value and sent the scapegoat
fleeing down it. Here, it seems that the line receives a positive sign, as
though it were effectively occupied and followed by a people who find in it
their reason for being or destiny. Once again, we are not, of course, doing
history: we are not saying that a people invents this regime of signs, only
that at a given moment a people effectuates the assemblage that assures the
relative dominance of that regime under certain historical conditions (and
that regime, that dominance, that assemblage may be assured under other
conditions, for example, pathological, literary, romantic, or entirely mun-
dane). We are not saying that a people is possessed by a given type of
delusion but that the map of a delusion, its coordinates considered, may
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coincide with the map of a people, its coordinates considered. The para-
noid Pharaoh and the passional Hebrew? In the case of the Jewish people, a
group of signs detaches from the Egyptian imperial network of which it was
a part and sets off down a line of flight into the desert, pitting the most
authoritarian of subjectivities against despotic signifiance, the most
passional and least interpretive of delusions against interpretational
paranoid delusion, in short, a linear “proceeding and grievance” against
the irradiating circular network. Your grievance, your proceeding: that is
Moses’ word to his people, and the proceedings come one after the other
along a line of Passion.!? From this Kafka derives his own conception of
querulousness or the proceeding, and the succession of linear segments:
the father-proceeding, hotel-proceeding, ship-proceeding, court-pro-
ceeding. ..

We cannot overlook the most fundamental or extensive event in the his-
tory of the Jewish people: the destruction of the Temple, intwostages (587
B.C. and A.D. 70 ). The whole history of the Temple—the mobility and fra-
gility of the ark, then the construction of a House by Solomon, its recon-
struction under Darius, etc.—has meaning only in relation to renewed
proceedings of destruction, the two supreme moments of which came with
Nebuchadnezzar and Titus. A temple, mobile, fragile, or destroyed: theark
is no more than alittle portable packet of signs. An entirely negative line of
flight occupied by the animal or scapegoat laden with all the dangers
threatening the signifier has become an impossibility. Let misfortune
befall us: this formula punctuates Jewish history. It is we who must follow
the most deterritorialized line, the line of the scapegoat, but we will change
its sign, we will turn it into the positive line of our subjectivity, our Passion,
our proceeding or grievance. We will be our own scapegoat. We will be the
lamb: “The God who, like a lion, was given blood sacrifice must be shoved
into the background, and the sacrificed god must occupy the fore-
ground. . . . God became the animal that was slain, instead of the animal
that does the slaying.”1? We will follow, we will wed the tangent separating
the land from the waters, we will separate the circular network from the
gliding continuum, we will make the line of separation our own, in order to
forge our path alongit and dissociate the elements of the signifier (the dove
of the ark). A narrow line of march, an in-between that is not a mean but a
slender line. There is a Jewish specificity, immediately affirmed in a
semiotic system. This semiotic, however, is no less mixed than any other.
On the one hand, it is intimately related to the countersignifying regime of
the nomads (the Hebrews had a nomadic past, a continuing relationship
with the nomadic numerical organization that inspired them, and their
own particular becoming-nomad; their line of deterritorialization owed
much to the military line of nomadic destruction).” On the other hand, it
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has an essential relation to the signifying semiotic itself, for which the
Hebrews and their God would always be nostalgic: reestablish an imperial
society and integrate with it, enthrone a king like everybody else (Samuel),
rebuild a temple that would finally be solid (David and Solomon,
Zachariah), erect the spiral of the Tower of Babel and find the face of God
again; not just bring the wandering to a halt, but overcome the diaspora,
which itself exists only as a function of an ideal regathering. We only have
space to indicate what, in this mixed semiotic, bears witness to the new
postsignifying subjective or passional regime.

Faciality undergoes a profound transformation. The god averts his face,
which must be seen by no one; and the subject, gripped by a veritable fear of
the god, averts his or her face in turn. The averted faces, in profile, replace
the frontal view of the radiant face. It is this double turning away that draws
the positive line of flight. The prophet is the main figure in this assemblage;
he needs a sign to guarantee the word of God, he is himself marked by a sign
indicating the special regime to which he belongs. It is Spinoza who has
elaborated the profoundest theory of prophetism, taking into account the
semiotic proper to it. Cain, who turns away from the God who turns away
from him, already follows the line of deterritorialization, protected by a
sign allowing him to escape death. The mark of Cain. A punishment worse
than imperial death? The Jewish God invented the reprieve, existence in
reprieve, indefinite postponement.'s But He also invented the positivity of
alliance, or the covenant, as the new relation with the deity, since the sub-
ject remains alive. Abel, whose name is vanity, is nothing; Cain is the true
man. This is very different from the system of rigging or deception animat-
ing the face of the signifier, the interpretation of the seer and the displace-
ments of the subject. It is the regime of betrayal, universal betrayal, in
which the true man never ceases to betray God just as God betrays man,
with the wrath of God defining the new positivity. Before his death, Moses
receives the words of the great song of betrayal. Even the prophet, unlike
the seer-priest, is fundamentally a traitor and thus fulfills God’s order bet-
ter than anyone who remained faithful could. God callsupon Jonah to go to
Nineveh to entreat the inhabitants, who had repeatedly betrayed God, to
mend their ways. But Jonah’s first act is to take off in the opposite direc-
tion; he also betrays God, fleeing “far from the face of Adonai.”!¢ He takes
a ship for Tarshish and sleeps, like a righteous man. The tempest sent by
God causes him to be thrown into the sea, where he is swallowed by the
great fish and vomited out at the boundary between land and water, the
limit of separation or line of flight earlier occupied by the dove of the Ark
(Jonah, precisely, is the word for dove). But Jonah, in fleeing from the face
of God, did exactly what God had wanted: he took the evil of Nineveh
upon himself; he did it even more effectively than God had wanted, he
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anticipated God. That is why he slept like a righteous man. God let him
live, temporarily protected by the tree of Cain, but then made the tree die
because Jonah had renewed the covenant by occupying the line of flight.!”
Jesus universalizes the system of betrayal: he betrays the God of the Jews,
he betrays the Jews, he is betrayed by God (“Why hast thou forsaken me?”
[Matthew 27:46; Mark 15:34—Trans.]), he is betrayed by Judas, the true
man. He took evil upon himself, but the Jews who kill him also take it upon
themselves. Jesus is asked for a sign of his divine descendance: he invokes
the sign of Jonah [Luke 11:29—Trans.]. Cain, Jonah, and Jesus constitute
three great linear proceedings along which signs rush and form relays.
There are many others. Everywhere a double turning away on a line of
flight.

When a prophet declines the burden God entrusts to him (Moses,
Jeremiah, Isaiah, etc.), it is not because the burden would have been too
heavy. as with an imperial oracle or seer who refuses a dangerous mission.
It is instead a case like Jonah’s, who by hiding and fleeing and betraying
anticipates the will of God more effectively than if he had obeyed. The
prophet is always being forced by God, literally violated by him, much
more than inspired by him. The prophet is not a priest. The prophet does
not know how to talk, God puts the words in his mouth: word-ingestion, a
new form of semiophagy. Unlike the seer, the prophet interprets nothing:
his delusion is active rather than ideational or imaginative, his relation to
God is passional and authoritative rather than despotic and signifying; he
anticipates and detects the powers (puissances) of the future rather than
applying past and present powers(pouvoirs).Faciality traits no longer func-
tion to prevent the formation of a line of flight, or to form a body of
signifiance controlling that line and sending only a faceless goat down it.
Rather, it is faciality itself that organizes the line of flight, in the face-off
between two countenances that become gaunt and turn away in profile.
Betrayal has become anidée fixe, the main obsession, replacing the deceit
of the paranoiac and the hysteric. The “persecutor-persecuted” relation
has no relevance whatsoever: its meaning is altogether different in the
authoritarian passional regime than in the despotic paranoid regime.

Something is still bothering us: the story of Oedipus. Oedipus is almost
unique in the Greek world. The whole first part is imperial, despotic, para-
noid, interpretive, divinatory. But the whole second part is Oedipus’s wan-
dering, his line of flight, the double turning away of his own face and that of
God. Rather than very precise limits to be crossed in order, or which one
does not have the right to cross (hybris), there is a concealed limit toward
which Oedipus is swept. Rather than interpretive signifying irradiation,
there is a subjective linear proceeding permitting Oedipus to keep a secret,
but only as a residue capable of starting a new linear proceeding. Oedipus,
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hisnameis atheos: heinvents something worse than death or exile, he wan-
ders and survives on a strangely positive line of separation or deterri-
torialization. Holderlin and Heidegger see this as the birth of the double
turning away, the change of face, and also the birth of modern tragedy, for
which they bizarrely credit the Greeks: the outcome is no longer murder or
sudden death but survival under reprieve, unlimited postponement.!8
Nietzsche suggests that Oedipus, as opposed to Prometheus, was the
Semitic myth of the Greeks, the glorification of Passion or passivity.!® Oe-
dipus: Greek Cain. Let us return to psychoanalysis. It was not by chance
that Freud pounced upon Oedipus. Psychoanalysis is a definite case of a
mixed semiotic: a despotic regime of signifiance and interpretation, with
irradiation of the face, but also an authoritarian regime of subjectification
and prophetism, with a turning away of the face (the positioning of the psy-
choanalyst behind the patient suddenly assumes its full significance).
Recent efforts to explain that a “signifier represents the subject for another
signifier” are typically syncretic: a linear proceeding of subjectivity along
with a circular development of the signifier and interpretation. Two abso-
lutely different regimes of signs in a mix. But the worst, most underhanded
of powers are founded on it.

One more remark on the story of authoritarian passional betrayal, as
opposed to despotic paranoid deception. Everything is infamy, but Borges
botched his history of universal infamy.2° He should have distinguished
between the great realm of deceptions and thegreat realm of betrayals. And
also between the various figures of betrayal. There s, in effect, a second fig-
ure of betrayal that springs up at certain places at certain times, but always
as a function of a variable assemblage with new components. Christianity
is a particularly important case of a mixed semiotic, with its signifying
imperial combination together with its postsignifying Jewish subjectivity.
It transforms both the ideal signifying system and the postsignifying
passional system. It invents a new assemblage. Heresies are still a part of
deception, just as orthodoxy is a part of signifiance. But there are heresies
that are more than heresies and profess pure treason, for example, the
Buggers; it is not by chance that the Bulgars played a special role.2! Beware
the Bulgars, as Monsieur Plume would say. The problem is one of territori-
alities in relation to deep movements of deterritorialization. England,
another territoriality or another deterritorialization: Cromwell, every-
where a traitor, a straight line of passional subjectification opposed to the
royal center of signifiance and the intermediary circles: thedictatoragainst
the despot. Richard I1I, the deformed, the twisted, whose ideal is to betray
everything: he confronts Lady Anne in a face-off in which the two counte-
nances turn away, but each knows she or he is the other’s, destined for the
other. This is unlike Shakespeare’s other historical dramas, in which kings
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and assassins deceive in order to take power but then become good kings.
That kind are men of the State. Richard I1I comes from elsewhere: his ven-
tures, including those with women, derive more from a war machine than
from a State apparatus. He is the traitor, springing from the great nomads
and their secrecy. Hesaysso from the beginning, when he mentions a secret
project infinitely surpassing the conquest of power. He wants to return the
war machine both to the fragile State and pacified couples. The only one to
guess is Lady Anne, fascinated, terrified, consenting. Elizabethan theater
is full of these traitorous characters who aspire to be absolute traitors, in
opposition to the deceptions of the man of the court or even of the State.

How many betrayals accompanied the great discoveries of Christen-
dom, the discovery of new lands and continents! Lines of deterrito-
rialization on which small groups betray everything, their companions, the
king, theindigenous peoples, the neighboring explorer, in the mad hope of
founding, with a woman of their family, a race that would finally be pure
and represent a new beginning. Herzog’s film, Aguirre, is very Shakespear-
ean. Aguirre asks, How can one be a traitor everywhere and in everything?
I’'m the only traitor here. No more deception, it’s time forbetrayal. What a
grandiose dream! I will be the last traitor, the total traitor, and therefore the
last man.

Then there was the Reformation: the extraordinary figure of Luther, as
traitor to all things and all people; his personal relation with the Devil
resulting in betrayal, through good deeds as well as bad.

These new figures of betrayal always return to the Old Testament: I am
the wrath of God. But betrayal has become humanist, it does not fall
between God and his own men; it relies on God, but falls between the men
of God and the others, denounced as deceivers. In the end, there is only one
man of God or of the wrath of God, a single betrayer against all deceivers.
But every deceiver is mixed, and which does not take him- or herself to be
the one? And what betrayer does not say to him- or herself at some point
that he or she was nothing but a deceiver after all? (See the strange case of
Maurice Sachs.)

It is clear that the book, or what takes its place, has a different meaning
in the signifying paranoid regime than in the postsignifying passional
regime. In the first case, there is an emission of the despotic signifier, and
its interpretation by scribes and priests, which fixes the signified and
reimparts signifier; but there is also, from sign to sign, a movement from
one territory to another, a circulation assuring a certain speed of
deterritorialization (for example, the circulation of an epic, or the rivalry
between several cities for the birth of a hero, or, once again, the role of
scribe-priests in exchanges of territorialities and genealogies).22 What
takes the place of the book always has an external model, a referent, face,
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family, or territory that preserves the book’s oral character. On the con-
trary, in the passional regime the book seems to be internalized, and to
internalize everything: it becomes the sacred written Book. It takes the
place of'the face and God, who hides his face and gives Moses the inscribed
stone tablets. God manifests himself through trumpets and the Voice, but
what is heard in sound is the nonface, just as what is seen in the book are
words. The book has become the body of passion, just as the face was the
body of the signifier. It is now the book, the most deterritorialized of
things, that fixes territories and genealogies. The latter are what the book
says, and the former the place at which the book is said. The function of
interpretation has totally changed. Or it disappears entirely in favor of a
pure and literal recitation forbidding the slightest change, addition, or
commentary (the famous “stultify yourself” of the Christians belongs to
this passional line; the Koran goes the furthest in this direction). Or else
interpretation survives but becomes internal to the book itself, which loses
its circulatory function for outside elements: for example, the different
types of coded interpretation are fixed according to axes internal to the
book; interpretation is organized according to correspondences between
two books, such as the Old and New Testaments, and may even induce a
third book suffused by the same element of interiority.23 Finally, interpre-
tation may reject all intermediaries or specialists and become direct, since
the book is written both in itself and in the heart, once as a point of
subjectification and again in the subject (the Reformation conception of
the book). Inany case, this isthe point of departure for the delusional pas-
sion of the book as origin and finality of the world. The unique book, the
total work, all possible combinations inside the book, the tree-book, the
cosmos-book: all of these platitudes so dear to the avant-gardes, which cut
the book off from its relations with the outside, are even worse than the
chant of the signifier. Of course, they are entirely bound up with a mixed
semiotic. But in truth they have a particularly pious origin. Wagner,
Mallarmé, and Joyce, Marx and Freud: still Bibles. If passional delusion is
profoundly monomaniacal, monomania for its part found a fundamental
element of itsassemblage in monotheism and the Book. Thestrangest cult.

This is how things are in the passional regime, or the regime of
subjectification. There is no longer a center of signifiance connected to
expanding circles or an expanding spiral, but a point of subjectification
constituting the point of departure of the line. There is no longer a
signifier-signified relation, but a subject of enunciation issuing from the
point of subjectification and a subject of the statement in a determinable
relation to the first subject. There is no longer sign-to-sign circularity, but a
linear proceeding into which the sign is swept via subjects. We may con-
sider these three diverse realms.
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1. TheJews as opposed to the empires. God withdraws his face, becom-
ing a point of subjectification for the drawing of a line of flight or
deterritorialization; Mosesis the subject of enunciation, constituted on the
basis of the tablets of God that replace the face; the Jewish people consti-
tute the subject of the statement, for betrayal as well as for a new land, and
enter an ever-renewed covenant or linear “proceeding” rather than a circu-
lar expansion.

2. So-called modern, or Christian, philosophy: Descartes as opposed to
ancient philosophy. There is a primacy of the idea of the infinite as an
absolutely necessary point of subjectification. The Cogito, consciousness,
the “I think” is the subject of enunciation that reflects its own use and
conceives of itself following a line of deterritorialization represented by
methodical doubt. The subject of the statement is the union of the soul and
the body, or feeling, guaranteed in a complex way by the cogito, and per-
forms the necessary reterritorializations. The cogito is a proceeding that
must always be recommenced, haunted by the possibility of betrayal, a
deceitful God, and an evil Genius. When Descartes says, I can infer “I
think therefore I am” but not “I walk therefore I am,” he is initiating the
distinction between the two subjects (what still-Cartesian contemporary
linguists call a shifter, even though they find traces of the second subject in
the first).

3. Nineteenth-century psychiatry: monomania distinguished from
mania; subjective delusion separated fromideational delusions; “posses-
sion” replacing sorcery; a slow elaboration of passional delusion, as dis-
tinct from paranoia. .. The schema of passional delusion according to
Clérambault is as follows: the Postulate as the point of subjectification
(He loves me); pride as the tonality of the subject of enunciation (de-
lusional pursuit of the loved one); Spite, Rancor (a result of a reversion
to the subject of the statement). Passional delusion isa veritable cogito. In
the foregoing example of erotomania, as well as in jealousy and querulous
delusion, Clérambault stresses that a sign must follow a segment or linear
proceeding through to the end before it can begin another, whereas the
signs in paranoid delusion form an endless, self-adjusting network devel-
oping in all directions. The cogito also follows a linear temporal proceed-
ing needing to be recommenced. The history of the Jews is punctuated by
catastrophes after each of which there were just enough survivors to start
a new proceeding. In the course of a proceeding, while there is linear
movement the pluralis often used, whereas there is areturnto the Singu-
lar as soon as there is a pause or stoppage marking the end of one move-
ment before another begins.2* Fundamental segmentarity: one proceed-
ing must end (and its termination must be marked) before another begins,
to enable another to begin.
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The point of subjectification is the origin of the passional line of the
postsignifying regime. The point of subjectification can be anything. It
must only display the following characteristic traits of the subjective
semiotic: the double turning away, betrayal, and existence under reprieve.
For anorexics, food plays this role (anorexics do not confront death but
savethemselves by betraying food, whichisequallyatraitorsinceitis sus-
pected of containing larvae, worms, and microbes). A dress, an article of
underwear, a shoe are points of subjectification for a fetishist. So is a
faciality trait for someone in love, but the meaning of faciality has
changed; it is nolonger the body of the signifier but has become the point
of departure for a deterritorializationthatputseverythingelse to flight. A
thing, an animal, will do the trick. There are cogitos on everything. “A
pair of eyes set far apart, a head hewn of quartz, a haunch that seemed to
liveits own life. . .. Whenever the beauty of the female becomes irresisti-
ble, it is traceable to a single quality”:25 a point of subjectification in the
departure of a passional line. Moreover, several points coexist in a given
individual or group, which are alwaysengaged in several distinct and not
always compatible linear proceedings. The various forms of education or
“normalization” imposed upon an individual consist in making him or
her change points of subjectification, always moving toward a higher,
nobler one in closer conformity with the supposed ideal. Then from the
point of subjectification issues a subject of enunciation, as a function of a
mental reality determined by that point. Then from the subject of enunci-
ation issues a subject of the statement, in other words, a subject bound to
statements in conformity with a dominant reality (of which the mental
reality just mentioned is a part, even when it seems to oppose it). What is
important, what makes the postsignifying passional line aline of subjecti-
fication or subjection, is the constitution, the doubling of the two sub-
jects, and the recoiling of one into the other, of the subject of enunciation
into the subject of the statement (the linguists acknowledge this when
they speak of the “imprint of the process of enunciation in the state-
ment”). Signifiance broughtabout uniformity in the substance of enunci-
ation; now subjectivity effects an individuation, collective or particular.
Substance has become subject, as they say. The subject of enunciation
recoils into the subject of the statement, to the point that the subject of the
statement resupplies subject of enunciation for another proceeding. The
subject of the statement has become the “respondent” or guarantor of the
subject of enunciation, through a kind of reductive echolalia, in a
biunivocal relation. This relation, this recoiling, is also that of mental
reality into the dominant reality. There is always an appeal to a dominant
reality that functions from within (alreadyin the Old Testament, and dur-
ing the Reformation, with trade and capitalism). There is nolongereven a
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need for a transcendent center of power; power is instead immanent and
melds with the “real,” operating through normalization. A strange inven-
tion: as if in one form the doubled subject were the cause of the statements
of which, in its other form, it itself is a part. This is the paradox of the
legislator-subject replacing the signifying despot: the more you obey the
statements of the dominant reality, the more in command you are as sub-
ject of enunciation in mental reality, for in the end you are only obeying
yourself! You are the one in command, in your capacity as a rational
being. A new form ofslaveryisinvented, namely, being slaveto oneself, or
to pure “reason,” the Cogito. Is there anything more passional than pure
reason? Is there a colder, more extreme, more self-interested passion than
the Cogito?

Althusser clearly brings out this constitution of social individuals as
subjects: he calls it interpellation (“Hey you, over there!”) and calls the
point of subjectification the Absolute Subject; he analyzes the “specular
doubling” of subjects and for purposes of demonstration uses the example
of God, Moses, and the Jewish people.2¢ Linguists like Benveniste adopt a
curious linguistic personology that is very close to the Cogito: the You,
which can doubtless designate the person one is addressing, but more
importantly, a point of subjectification on the basis of which each of us is
constituted as a subject. The I as subject of enunciation, designating the
person that utters and reflects its own use in the statement (“the empty
nonreferential sign™); this is the I appearing in propositions of the type “I
believe, I assume, I think...” Finally, the I as subject of the statement,
indicating a state for which a She or Hecould always be substituted (“I suf-
fer, I walk, I breathe, I feel . . .”).2” This is not, however, a question of a lin-
guistic operation, for a subject is never the condition of possibility of
language or the cause of the statement: there is no subject, only collective
assemblages of enunciation. Subjectification is simply one such assem-
blage and designates a formalization of expression or a regime of signs
rather than a condition internal to language. Neither is it a question of a
movement characteristic of ideology, as Althusser says: subjectification as
aregime of signs or a form of expression is tied to an assemblage, in other
words, an organization of power that is already fully functioning in the
economy, rather than superposing itself upon contents or relations
between contents determined as real in the last instance. Capital is a point
of subjectification par excellence.

The psychoanalytic cogito: the psychoanalyst presents him- or herself as
an ideal point of subjectification that brings the patient to abandon old,
so-called neurotic, points. The patient is partially a subject of enunciation
in all he or she says to the psychoanalyst, and under the artificial mental
conditions of the session: the patient is therefore called the “analysand.”
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But in everything else the patient says or does, he or she is a subject of the
statement, eternally psychoanalyzed, going from one linear proceeding to
another, perhaps even changing analysts, growing increasingly submissive
to the normalization of a dominant reality. In this sense, psychoanalysis,
with its mixed semiotic, fully participatesin a line of subjectification. The
psychoanalyst does not even have to speak anymore, the analysand
assumes the burden of interpretation; as for the psychoanalyzed patient,
the more he or she thinks about “his” or “her” next session, or the preced-
ing one, in segments, the better a subject he or she is.

Just as the paranoid regime had two axes—one sign referring to another
(making the sign a signifier), and the signifier referring to the signified—so
too the passional regime, the line of subjectification, has two axes, one
syntagmatic and the other paradigmatic: as we have just seen, the first axis
is consciousness. Consciousness as passion is precisely that doubling of
subjects, of the subject of enunciation and the subject of the statement, and
the recoiling of one into the other. But the second form of subjectification
is love as passion, love-passion, another type of double, of doubling and
recoiling. Here again, a variable point of subjectification serves to distrib-
ute two subjects that as much conceal their faces as reveal them to each
other, that wed a line of flight, aline of deterritorialization forever drawing
them together and driving them apart. But everything changes: there is a
celibate side to this doubled consciousness, and there is a passional love
couple that no longer has any use for consciousness or reason. Yet it is the
same regime, even in betrayal and even if the betraying is done by a third
party. Adam and Eve, and Cain’s wife (about whom the Bible should have
said more). Richard III, the traitor, is in the end given consciousness in a
dream, but only the strange face-off with Lady Anne, a meeting of two
countenances that conceal themselves knowing that they have promised
themselves to each other following the same line that will nonetheless sepa-
rate them. The most loyal and tender, or intense, love assigns subject of
enunciation and a subject of the statement that constantly switch places,
wrapped in the sweetness of being a naked statement in the other’s mouth,
and of the other’s being anaked enunciation in my own mouth. But there is
alwaysatraitorinthe making. Whatloveis not betrayed? What cogitolacks
its evil genius, the traitor it will never be rid of? “Tristan ... Isolde ...
Isolde. . . Tristan™: the cry of the two subjects climbs the scale of intensities
untilitreachesthe summit of a suffocating consciousness, whereasthe ship
follows the line of the waters, the line of death and the unconscious,
betrayal, a continuous melody line. Passional love is a cogito built for two,
Jjustasthe cogito is a passion for the self alone. There is a potential couple in
the cogito, just as there is a doubling of a single virtual subject in love-
passion. Klossowski has created the strangest figures on the basis of this
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complementarity between an over intense thought and an over feverish
couple. The line of subjectification is thus entirely occupied by the Double,
but it has two figures since there are two kinds of doubles: the syntagmatic
figure of consciousness, or the consciousness-related double, relating to
form (Self = Self [Moi = Moi]); and the paradigmatic figure of the couple,
or the passional double, relating to substance (Man = Woman; here, the
double is immediately the difference between the sexes).

We can follow the becoming of these doublesin mixed semiotics, which
are interminglings as well as degradations. On the one hand, the passional
love double, the couple in love-passion, falls into a conjugal relation or
even a “domestic squabble” situation: Which is the subject of enunciation?
Which is the subject of the statement? The battle of the sexes: You re steal-
ing my thoughts. The domestic squabble has always been a cogito for two, a
war cogito. Strindberg took this fall of love-passion into despotic conju-
gality and hysterico-paranoid squabbling to its extreme (“she” says she
found it all by herself when in fact she owes it all to me, echo, thought theft,
O Strindberg!).28 On the other hand, the consciousness-related double of
pure thought, the couple of the legislating subject, falls into a bureaucratic
relation and a new form of persecution in which one double takes over the
role of subject of enunciation while the other is reduced to a subject of the
statement; the cogito itself becomes an “office squabble,” a bureaucratic
love delusion. A new form of bureaucracy replaces or conjugates with the
old imperial bureaucracy, the bureaucrat says I think (Kafka goes the fur-
thest in this direction, as in the example of Sortini and Sordini in The Cas-
tle, or the many subjectifications of Klamm).2® Conjugality is the
development of the couple, and bureaucracy the development of the
cogito. But one is contained in the other: amorous bureaucracy, bureau-
cratic couple. Too much has been written on the double, haphazardly,
metaphysically, finding it everywhere, in any old mirror, without noticing
the specific regime it possesses both in a mixed semiotic where it intro-
duces new phases, and in the pure semiotic of subjectification where it
inscribes itself on a line of flight and introduces very particular figures.
Once again: the two figures of thought-consciousness and love-passion in
the postsignifying regime; the two moments of bureaucratic consciousness
and conjugalrelationin the mixed fall or combination. But even in a mixed
state, the original line is easily discovered by semiotic analysis.

There is a redundancy of consciousness and love thatisnot thesameas
the signifying redundancy of the other regime. In the signifying regime,
redundancy is a phenomenon of objective frequency involving signs or ele-
ments of signs (the phonemes, letters, and groups of letters in a language):
thereis both a maximum frequency of the signifier in relation to each sign,
and a comparative frequency of one sign in relation to another. In any case,



587 B.C.-aD. 70: ON SEVERAL REGIMES OF SIGNS (0 133

it could be said that this regime develops a kind of “wall” on which signs are
inscribed, in relation to one another and in relation to the signifier. In the
postsignifying regime, on the other hand, the redundancy is one of subjec-
tive resonance involving above all shifters, personal pronouns and proper
names. Here again, we may distinguish between the maximum resonance
of self-consciousness (Self = Self [Moi = Moi]) and a comparative reso-
nance of names (Tristan . . . Isolde . ..). This time, however, there is no
longer a wall upon which the frequency is tallied but instead a black hole
attracting consciousness and passion and in which they resonate. Tristan
calls Isolde, Isolde calls Tristan, both drawntoward the black hole of a self-
consciousness, carried by the tide toward death. When the linguists distin-
guish between two forms of redundancy, frequency and resonance, they
often ascribe the latter a merely derivative status.3? In fact, it is a question
oftwo semiotics that mix but retain their own distinct principles (similarly,
one could define other forms of redundancy, such as rhythmic, gestural, or
numerical, relating to the other regimes of signs). The most essential dis-
tinction between the signifying regime and the subjective regime and their
respective redundancies is the movement of deterritorialization they
effectuate. Since the signifying sign refers only to other signs, and the set of
all signs to the signifier itself, the corresponding semiotic enjoys a high
level of deterritorialization; but it is a deterritorialization that is still
relative, expressed as frequency. In this system, the line of flight remains
negative, it is assigned a negative sign. As we have seen, the subjective
regime proceeds entirely differently: precisely because the sign breaks its
relation of signifiance with other signs and sets of fracing down a positive
line of flight, it attains an absolute deterritorialization expressed in the
black hole of consciousness and passion. The absolute deterritorialization
of the cogito. That is why subjective redundancy seems both to graft
itself onto signifying redundancy and to derive from it, as second-degree
redundancy.

Things are even more complicated than we have let on. Subjectification
assigns the line of flight a positive sign, it carries deterritorialization to the
absolute, intensity to the highest degree, redundancy to a reflexive form,
etc. But it has its own way of repudiating the positivity it frees, or of
relativizing the absoluteness it attains, without, however, falling back to
theprecedingregime. In this redundancy of resonance, theabsolute of con-
sciousness is the absolute of impotence and the intensity of passion, the
heat of the void. This is because subjectification essentially constitutes
finitelinear proceedings, one of which endsbefore the next begins: thus the
cogito is always recommenced, a passion or grievance is always recapitu-
lated. Every consciousness pursues its own death, every love-passion its
ownend, attracted bya black hole, and all the black holes resonate together.
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Thus subjectification imposes on the line of flight a segmentarity that is
forever repudiating that line, and upon absolute deterritorialization a
point of abolition that- is forever blocking that deterritorialization or
diverting it. The reason for this is simple: forms of expression and regimes
of signs are still strata (even considered in themselves, after abstracting
forms of content); subjectification is no less a stratum than signifiance.

The principalstratabinding human beings are the organism, signifiance
and interpretation, and subjectification and subjection. These strata to-
gether are what separates us from the plane of consistency and the abstract
machine, where there is no longer any regime of signs, where the line of
flight effectuates its own potential positivity and deterritorialization its
absolute power. The problem, from this standpoint, is to tip the most favor-
able assemblage from its side facing the strata to its side facing the plane of
consistency or the body without organs. Subjectification carries desire to
such a point of excess and unloosening that it must either annihilate itself
in a black hole or change planes. Destratify, open up to a new function, a
diagrammatic function. Let consciousness cease to be its own double, and
passion the double of one person for another. Make consciousness an
experimentation in life, and passion a field of continuous intensities, an
emission of particles-signs. Make the body without organs of conscious-
ness and love. Use love and consciousness to abolish subjectification: “To
become the great lover, the magnetizer and catalyzer . . . one has to first
experience the profound wisdom of being an utter fool.”3! Use the I think
for a becoming-animal, and love for a becoming-woman of man. Desub-
jectify consciousness and passion. Are there not diagrammatic redundan-
cies distinct from both signifying redundancies and subjective redundan-
cies? Redundancies that would no longer be knots of arborescence but
resumptions and upsurges in a rhizome? Stammer language, be a foreigner
in one’s own tongue:

do domi not passi do not dominate

do not dominate your passive passions not

do devouring not not dominate

yourrats your rations your ratsrations notnot. . .32

It seems necessary to distinguish between three types of deterrito-
rialization: the first type isrelative, proper to the strata, and culminates in
signifiance; the second is absolute, but still negative and stratic, and
appears in subjectification (Ratio et Passio), finally, there is the possibility
of apositive absolute deterritorialization on the plane of consistencyor the
body without organs.
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We have not, of course, managed to eliminate forms of content (for
example, the role of the Temple, or the position of a dominant Reality,
etc.). What we have done is to isolate, under artificial conditions, a certain
number of semiotics displaying very diverse characteristics. The presigni-
Jfving semiotic, in which the “overcoding” marking the privileged status of
language operates diffusely: enunciation is collective, statements them-
selves are polyvocal, and substances of expression are multiple; relative
deterritorialization is determined by the confrontation between the terri-
torialities and segmentary lineages that ward off the State apparatus. The
signifying semiotic: overcoding is fully effectuated by the signifier, and by
the State apparatus that emits it; there is uniformity of enunciation, unifi-
cation of the substance of expression, and control over statements in a
regime of circularity; relative deterritorialization is taken as faras it can go
by a redundant and perpetual referral from sign to sign. The countersig-
nifying semiotic: here, overcoding is assured by the Number as form of
expression or enunciation, and by the War Machine upon which it
depends; deterritorialization follows a line of active destruction or aboli-
tion. The postsignifying semiotic, in which overcoding is assured by the
redundancy of consciousness; a subjectification of enunciation occurs on a
passional line that makes the organization of power (pouvoir) immanent
and raises deterritorialization to the absolute, although in a way that is still
negative.

_/“____6____,

(1) The Center or the Signifier; the faciality of the god or despot. (2) The Temple or Pal-
ace, with priests and bureaucrats. (3) The organization in circles and the sign referring
to other signs on the same circle or on different circles. (4) The interpretive develop-
ment of signifier into signified, which then reimparts signifier. (5) The expiatory ani-
mal; the blocking ofthe line of flight. (6) The scapegoat, or the negative sign of the line
of flight.
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Yet we must consider two aspects: on the one hand, these semiotics are
still concrete even after forms of content have been abstracted, but only to
the extent that they are mixed, that they constitute mixed combinations.
Every semiotic is mixed and only functions as such; each one necessarily
captures fragments of one or more other semiotics (surplus value of code).
Even from this perspective, the signifying semiotic has no privileged status
toapplytowardthe formation of a general semiology: in particular, the way
in which it combines with the passional semiotic of subjectification (“the
signifier for the subject”) implies nothing that would privilege it over other
combinations, for example, the combination of the passional semiotic and
the countersignifying semiotic, or of the countersignifying semiotic and
the signifying semiotic itself (when the Nomads turn imperial), etc. There
is no general semiology.

For example, without privileging one regime over another, it is possible
to construct schemas of the signifying and postsignifying semiotics that
clearly illustrate the possibilities for concrete mixture.

The second aspect, complementary but very different, consists in the
possibility of transforming one abstract or pure semiotic into another, by
virtue of the translatability ensuing from overcoding as the special charac-
teristic of language. This time, it is no longer a question of concrete mixed
semiotics but of transformations of one abstract semiotic into another
(even though that transformation is not itself abstract, in other words,
effectively takes place without being performed by a “translator” in the
role of pure knower). All transformations taking a given semiotic into the
presignifying regime may be called analogical transformations; those that
take it into the signifying regime are symbolic, into the countersignifying
regime, polemical or strategic; into the postsignifying regime, conscious-
ness-related or mimetic, finally, transformations that blow apart semiotics
systems or regimes of signs on the plane of consistency of a positive abso-
lute deterritorialization are called diagrammatic. A transformation is not
the same thing as a statement in a pure semiotic; nor even an ambiguous
statement requiring a whole pragmatic analysis to determine the semiotic
it belongs to; nor a statement belonging to a mixed semiotic (although the
transformation mayhavethat effect). A transformational statement marks
the way in which a semiotic translates for its own purposes a statement
originating elsewhere, and in so doing diverts it, leaving untransformable
residues and actively resisting the inverse transformation. Furthermore,
transformations are not limited to the ones we just listed. It is always
through transformation that a new semiotic is created in its own right.
Translations can be creative. New pure regimes of signs are formed through
transformation and translation. Again, there is no general semiology but
rather a transsemiotic.



587 B.c.-A.D. 70: ON SEVERAL REGIMES OF SIGNS 0O 137

(1) The point of subjectification, replacing the center of signfiance. (2) The two faces
turned away from each other. (3) The subject of enunciation resulting from the point of
subjectification and the turning away. (4) The subject of the statement, into which the
subject of enunciationrecoils. (5) The succession of finite linear proceedings accompa-
nied by a new form of priest and a new bureaucracy. (6) The line offlight, which is freed
but still segmented, remaining negative and blocked.

In analogical transformations, we often see sleep, drugs, and amorous
rapture form expressions that translate into presignifying regimes the sub-
jective or signifying regimes one wishes to impose upon the expressions,
but which they resist by themselves imposing upon these regimes an unex-
pected segmentarity and polyvocality. Christianity underwent strange cre-
ative translations in its transmission to “barbarian” or even “savage”
peoples. The introduction of monetary signs into certain commercial cir-
cuits in Africa caused those signs to undergo an analogical transformation
that was very difficult to control (except when the circuits underwent a
destructive transformation instead).}?> The songs of black Americans,
including, especially, the words, would be a better example, since they
show how the slaves “translated” the English signifier and made presig-
nifying or even countersignif ying use of the language, blending it with their
own African languages just as they blended old African work songs with
their new forced labor; these songs also show how, with Christianization
and the abolition of slavery, the slaves underwent a proceeding of
“subjectification” or even “individuation” that transformed their music,
while the music simultaneously transformed the proceeding by analogy;
and also how unique problems of “faciality” were posed when whites in
“blackface” appropriated the words and songs and blacks responded by
darkening their faces another hue, taking back their dances and songs, even
transforming or translating those of the whites.’* Of course, the crudest
and most visible transformations were in the other direction: the symbolic
translations occurring when the signifier takes power. The preceding exam-
ples concerning monetary signs and rhythmic regimes can be repeated in
the opposite direction. The passage from an African dance to awhite dance
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often exhibits a consciousness-related or mimetic translation, accompa-
nied by a power takeover by signifiance and subjectification. (“In Africa
the dance is impersonal, sacred and obscene. When the phallus becomes
erect and is handled like a banana it is not a ‘personal hard-on’ we see but a
tribal erection. ... The hoochie-koochie dancer of the big city dances
alone—a fact of staggering significance. The law forbids response, forbids
participation. Nothing is left of the primitive rite but the ‘suggestive’
movements of the body. What they suggest varies with the individual
observer.”)3s

It is not simply linguistic, lexical, orevensyntactic transformations that
determine the importance of a true semiotic translation but the opposite.
Crazy talk is not enough. In each case we must judge whether what we see
is an adaptation of an old semiotic, a new variety of a particular mixed
semiotic, or the process of creation of an as yetunknown regime. For exam-
ple, it is relatively easy to stop saying “I,” but that does not mean that you
have gotten away from the regime of subjectification; conversely, you can
keep on saying “I,” just for kicks, and already be in another regime in which
personal pronouns function only as fictions. Signifiance and interpre-
tation are so thick-skinned, they form such a sticky mixture with sub-
jectification, that it is easy to believe that you are outside them when you
are in fact still secreting them. People sometimes denounce interpretation
yet show so signifying a face that they simultaneously impose interpreta-
tion upon the subject, which continues to nourish itself on it in order to sur-
vive. Who can really believe that psychoanalysis is capable of changing a
semiotic amassing every deception? The only change there has been is a
role switch. Instead of a patient who signifies and a psychoanalyst who
interprets, we now have a signifying analyst and it is the patient who does
all the interpreting. In the antipsychiatric experiment of Kingsley Hall,
Mary Barnes, a former nurse turned “schizophrenic,” embraces the new
semiotic of the Voyage, only to arrogate to herself a veritable power in the
community and reintroduce as a collective delusion the worst kind of psy-
choanalytic regime of interpretation (“She interpreted everything that was
done for her, or for anyone else for that matter. . .”).3¢ A highly stratified
semiotic is difficult to get away from. Even a presignifying, or counter-
signifying, semiotic, even an asignifying diagram, harbors knots of coinci-
dence just waiting to form virtual centers of signifiance and points of
subjectification. Of course, an operation of translation is not easy when it
is a question of destroying a dominant atmospheric semiotic. One of the
things of profound interest in Castaneda’s books, under the influence of
drugs, or other things, and of a change of atmosphere, isprecisely that they
show how the Indian manages to combatthe mechanisms of interpretation
and instill in the disciple a presignifying semiotic, or even an asignifying
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diagram: Stop! You’re making me tired! Experiment, don’t signify and
interpret! Find your own places, territorialities, deterritorializations,
regime, lines of flight! Semiotize yourself instead of rooting around in your
prefab childhood and Western semiology. “Don Juan stated that in order
to arrive at ‘seeing’ one first had to ‘stop the world.” ‘Stopping the world’
was indeed an appropriate rendition of certain states of awareness in which
the reality of everyday life is altered because the flow of interpretation,
which ordinarily runs uninterruptedly, has been stopped by a set of circum-
stances alien to the flow.”37 In short, a true semiotic transformation
appeals to all kinds of variables, not only external ones, but also variables
implicit to language, internal to statements.

Pragmatics, then, already displays two components. The first could be
called generative since it shows how the various abstract regimes form con-
crete mixed semiotics, with what variants, how they combine, and which
one is predominant. The second is the transformational component, which
shows how these regimes of signs are translated into each other, especially
when there is a creation of a new regime. Generative pragmatics makes
tracings of mixed semiotics; transformational pragmatics makes maps of
transformations. Although a mixed semiotic does not necessarily imply
effective creativity, and may content itself with combinatory possibilities
without veritable transformation, it is still the transformational compo-
nentthataccounts for the originality of aregime as well as for the novelty of
the mixes it enters at agivenmomentin agivendomain. Thissecond com-
ponent is therefore the more profound, and it is the only means of measur-
ing the elements of the first component.38 For example, we may ask when
statements of the Bolshevik type first appeared, and how Leninism, at the
time of the break with the social democrats, effected a veritable transfor-
mation that created an original semiotic, even if its fall into the mixed
semiotic of Stalinist organization was inevitable. In an exemplary study,
Jean-Pierre Faye did a detailed analysis of the transformations that pro-
duced Nazism, viewed as a system of new statements in a given social field.
At what moment is a regime of signs established, and in what domain?
Throughout an entire people? In a fraction of that people? In a more or less
localizable margin inside a psychiatric hospital? (For as we have seen we
can find a semiotic of subjectification in the ancient history of the Jews,
but also in psychiatric diagnosis in the nineteenth century, with, of course,
profound variations and even veritable transformations in the correspond-
ing semiotic.) All of these questions fall within the purview of pragmatics.
There is no question that the most profound transformations and transla-
tions of our time are not occurring in Europe. Pragmatics should reject the
idea of an invariant immune from transformation, even if it is the in-
variant of a dominant “grammaticality.” For language is a political affair
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before it is an affair for linguistics; even the evaluation of degrees of gram-
maticality is a political matter.

What is a semiotic, in other words, a regime of signs or a formalization
of expression? They are simultaneously more and less than language.
Language as a whole is defined by “superlinearity,” its condition of possi-
bility;individual languages are defined by constants, elements, and rela-
tions of a phonological, syntactical, and semantic nature. Doubtless,
every regime of signs effectuates the condition of possibility of language
and utilizes language elements, but that is all. No regime can be identical
to that condition of possibility, and no regime has the property of con-
stants. As Foucault clearly shows, regimes of signs are only functions of
existence of language that sometimes span a number of languages and are
sometimes distributed within a single language; they coincide neither
with a structure nor with units of a given order, but rather intersect them
and cause them to appear in space and time. This is the sense in which
regimes of signs are assemblages of enunciation, which cannot be ade-
quately accounted for by any linguistic category: what makes a proposi-
tion or even a single word a “statement” pertains to implicit presupposi-
tions that cannot be made explicit, that mobilize pragmatic variables
proper to enunciation (incorporeal transformations). This precludes
explaining an assemblage in terms of the signifier or the subject, because
both pertain to variables of enunciation within the assemblage. It is
signifiance and subjectification that presuppose the assemblage, not the
reverse. The names we gave to the regimes of signs (“presignifying,” “sig-
nifying,” “countersignifying,” “postsignifying”) would remain evolution-
ist if heterogeneous functions or varieties of assemblages did not
effectively correspond to them (segmentarization, signifiance and inter-
pretation, numeration, subjectification). Regimes of signs are thus
defined by variables thatareinternal to enunciation but remain external
to the constants of language and irreducible to linguistic categories.

Butatthispoint,everything turns around, and the reasons whyaregime
of signs is less than language also become the reasons why it is more than
language. Only one side of the assemblage has to do with enunciation or
formalizes expression; on its other side, inseparable from the first, it for-
malizes contents, it is a machinic assemblage or an assemblage of bodies.
Now contents are not “signifieds” dependent upon a signifier in any way,
nor are they “objects” in any kind of relation of causality with the subject.
They have their own formalization and have no relation of symbolic corre-
spondence or linear causality with the form of expression: the two forms
are in reciprocal presupposition, and they can be abstracted from each
other only in a very relative way because they are two sides of a single
assemblage. We must therefore arrive at something in the assemblage itself
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thatisstill more profound than these sides and can account for both ofthe
forms in presupposition, forms of expression or regimes of signs (semiotic
systems)and forms of content or regimes of bodies (physical systems). This
iswhat we callthe abstract machine,which constitutes and conjugatesall of
the assemblage’s cutting edges of deterritorialization.3®* We must say that
the abstract machine is necessarily “much more” than language. When lin-
guists (following Chomsky) rise to the idea of a purely language-based
abstract machine, our immediate objection is that their machine, far from
beingtoo abstract,isnot abstract enough because itislimitedto the form of
expression and to alleged universals that presuppose language. Abstracting
content is an operation that appears all the more relative and inadequate
when seen from the viewpoint of abstractionitself. A true abstract machine
has no way of making a distinction within itself between a plane of expres-
sion and a plane of content because it draws a single plane of consistency,
which in turn formalizes contents and expressions according to strata and
reterritorializations. The abstract machine in itself is destratified, deter-
ritorialized; it has no form of its own (much less substance) and makes no
distinction within itself between content and expression, even though out-
side itself it presides over that distinction and distributes it in strata,
domains, and territories. An abstract machine in itself is not physical or
corporeal, any more than it is semiotic; it is diagrammatic (it knows noth-
ing of the distinction between the artificial and the natural either). It oper-
ates by matter, not by substance; by function, not by form. Substances and
forms are of expression “or” of content. But functions are not yet
“semiotically” formed, and matters are not yet “physically” formed. The
abstract machine is pure Matter-Function—a diagram independent of the
forms and substances, expressions and contents it will distribute.

We define the abstract machine as the aspect or moment at which noth-
ing but functions and matters remain. A diagram has neither substance nor
form, neither content nor expression.? Substance is a formed matter, and
matter is a substance that is unformed either physically or semiotically.
Whereas expression and content have distinct forms, are really distinct
from each other, function has only “traits,” of content and of expression,
between which it establishes a connection: it is no longer even possible to
tell whether it is a particle or a sign. A matter-content having only degrees
of intensity, resistance, conductivity, heating, stretching, speed, or tardi-
ness; and a function-expression having only “tensors,” as in a system of
mathematical, or musical, writing. Writing now functions on the same
level as the real, and the real materially writes. The diagram retains the
most deterritorialized content and the most deterritorialized expression,
in order to conjugate them. Maximunr deterritorialization sometimes
startsfrom a trait of content and sometimes from a trait of expression; that
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trait is said to be “deterritorializing” in relation to the other precisely
because it diagrams it, carries it off, raises it to its own power. The most
deterritorialized element causes the other element to cross a threshold ena-
bling a conjunction of their respective deterritorializations, a shared accel-
eration. This is the abstract machine’s absolute, positive deterritoria-
lization. That is why diagrams must be distinguished from indexes, which
are territorial signs, but also from icons, which pertain to reterrito-
rialization, and from symbols, which pertain to relative or negative deterri-
torialization.4! Defined diagrammatically in this way, an abstract machine
is neither an infrastructure that is determining in the last instance nor a
transcendental Idea that is determining in the supreme instance. Rather, it
plays a piloting role. The diagrammatic or abstract machine does not func-
tion to represent, even something real, but rather constructs a real that is
yet to come, a new type of reality. Thus when it constitutes points of cre-
ation or potentiality it does not stand outside history but is instead always
“prior to” history. Everything escapes, everything creates—never alone,
but through an abstract machine that produces continuums of intensity,
effects conjunctions of deterritorialization, and extracts expressions and
contents. This Real-Abstract is totally different from the fictitious abstrac-
tion of a supposedly pure machine of expression. It is an Absolute, but one
that is neither undifferentiated nor transcendent. Abstract machines thus
have proper names (as well as dates), which of course designate not persons
or subjects but matters and functions. The name of a musician or scientist
isused in the same way as a painter’s name designates a color, nuance, tone,
or intensity: it is always a question of a conjunction of Matter and Func-
tion. The double deterritorialization of the voice and the instrument is
marked by a Wagner abstract machine, a Webern abstract machine, etc. In
physics and mathematics, we may speak of a Riemann abstract machine,
and in algebra of a Galois abstract machine (defined precisely by an arbi-
trary line, called the adjunctive line, which conjugates with a body taken as
a starting point), etc. There is a diagram whenever a singular abstract
machine functions directly in a matter. '

Strictly speaking, therefore, there are no regimes of signs on the dia-
grammatic level, or on the plane of consistency, because form of expression
is no longer really distinct from form of content. The diagram knows only
traits and cutting edges that are still elements of content insofar as they are
material and of expression insofar as they are functional, but which draw
one another along, form relays, and meld in a shared deterritorialization:
particles-signs. There is nothing surprising in this, for the real distinction
between form of expression and form of content appears only with the
strata, and is different on each one. Itis on the strata that the double articu-
lation appears that formalizes traits of expression and traits of content,
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each in its own right, turning matters into physically or semiotically
formed substances and functions into forms of expression or content.
Expression then constitutes indexes, icons, or symbols that enter regimes
or semiotic systems. Content then constitutes bodies, things, or objects
that enter physical systems, organisms, and organizations. The deeper
movement for conjugating matter and function—absolute deterri-
torialization, identical to the earth itself—appears only in the form of
respective territorialities, negative or relative deterritorializations, and
complementary reterritorializations. All of this culminates in a language
stratum that installs an abstract machine on the level of expression and
takes the abstraction of content even further, tending to strip it of any form
of its own (the imperialism of language, the pretensions to a general
semiology). In short, the strata substantialize diagrammatic matters and
separate a formed plane of content from a formed plane of expression.
Theyhold expressions and contents, separately substantialized and forma-
lized, in the pincers of a double articulation assuring their independence
and real distinction and enthroning a dualism that endlessly reproduces
and redivides. They shatter the continuums of intensity, introducing
breaks between different strata and within each stratum. They prevent
conjunctions of flight from forming and crush the cutting edges of deterri-
torialization, either by effecting reterritorializations that make these
movements merely relative, or by assigning certain of the lines an entirely
negative value, or again by segmenting them, blocking them, plugging
them, or plunging them into a kind of black hole.

Above all, diagrammaticism should not be confused with an operation
of the axiomatic type. Far from drawing creative lines of flight and conju-
gating traits of positive deterritorialization, axiomatics blocks all lines,
subordinates them to a punctual system, and halts the geometric and alge-
braic writing systems that had begun to run off in all directions. This hap-
pened in relation to the question of indeterminism in physics: a “reorder-
ing” was undertaken to reconcile it with physical determinism. Mathemat-
ical writing systems were axiomatized, in other words, restratified,
resemiotized, and material flows were rephysicalized. It isas much a politi-
cal as a scientific affair: science must not go crazy. Hilbert and de Broglie
were as much politicians as scientists: they reestablished order. An
axiomatization, a semiotization, a physicalization, is not a diagram but in
fact the opposite of a diagram. The program of a stratum, against the dia-
gram of the plane of consistency. This does not, however, preclude the
diagram’s heading back down the road to escape and scatteringnew, singu-
lar abstract machines (the mathematical creation of improbable functions
was carried out in opposition to axiomatization, and the material inven-
tion of unfindable particles in opposition to physicalization). Science as
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such is like everything else; madness is as intrinsic to it as reorderings. The
same scientists may participate in both aspects, having their own madness,
police, signifiances, or subjectifications, as well as their own abstract
machines, all in their capacity as scientists. The phrase “the politics of sci-
ence” is a good designation for these currents, which are internal to science
and not simply circumstances and State factors that act upon it from the
outside, leading it to make as atomic bomb here and embark upon a space
program there. These political influences or determinations would not
exist if science itself did not have its own poles, oscillations, strata, and
destratifications, its own lines of flight and reorderings, in short, the more
or less potential events of its own politics, its own particular “polemics,” its
own internal war machine (of which thwarted, persecuted, or hindered sci-
entists are historically a part). It is not enough to say that axiomatics does
not take invention and creation into account: it possesses a deliberate will
to halt or stabilize the diagram, to take its place by lodging itself on a level
of coagulated abstraction too large for the concrete but too small for the
real. We will see in what sense this is the “capitalist” level.

We cannot, however, content ourselves with a dualism between the
plane of consistency and its diagrams and abstract machines on the one
hand, and the strata and their programs and concrete assemblages on the
other. Abstract machines do not exist only on the plane of consistency,
upon which they develop diagrams; they are already present enveloped or
“encasted” in the strata in general, or even erected on particular strata
upon which they simultaneously organize a form of expression and a form
of content. What is illusory in the second case is the idea of an exclusively
expressive or language-based abstract machine, not the idea of an abstract
machine internal to the stratum and accounting for the relativity of those
two distinct forms. Thus there are two complementary movements, one by
which abstract machines work the strata and are constantly setting things
loose, another by which they are effectively stratified, effectively captured
by the strata. On the one hand, strata could never organize themselves if
they did not harness diagrammatic matters or functions and formalize
them from the standpoint of both expression and content; every regime of
signs, and even signifiance and subjectification, is still a diagrammatic
effect (although relativized and negativized). One the other hand, abstract
machines would never be present, even on the strata, if they did not have
the power or potentiality to extract and accelerate destratified particles-
signs (the passage to the absolute). Consistency is neither totalizing nor
structuring; rather, it is deterritorializing (a biological stratum, for exam-
ple, evolves not according to statistical phenomena but rather according to
cutting edges of deterritorialization). The security, tranquillity, and ho-
meostatic equilibrium of the strata are thus never completely guaranteed:
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to regain a plane of consistency that inserts itself into the most diverse sys-
tems of stratification and jumps from one to the other, it suffices to prolong
the lines of flight working the strata, to connect the dots, to conjugate the
processes of deterritorialization. We have seen that signifiance and inter-
pretation, consciousness and passion, can prolong themselves following
these lines, and at the same time open out onto a properly diagrammatic
experience. All of these states or modes of the abstract machine coexist in
what we call the machinic assemblage. The assemblage has two poles or
vectors: one vector is oriented toward the strata, upon which it distributes
territorialities, relative deterritorializations, and reterritorializations; the
other is oriented toward the plane of consistency or destratification, upon
which it conjugates processes of deterritorialization, carrying them to the
absolute of the earth. It isalong its stratic vector that the assemblage differ-
entiates a form of expression (from the standpoint of which it appears as a
collective assemblage of enunciation) from a form of content (from the
standpoint of which it appears as a machinic assemblage of bodies); it fits
one form to the other, one manifestation to the other, placing them in recip-
rocal presupposition. But along its diagrammatic or destratified vector, it
no longer has two sides; all it retains are traits of expression and content
from which it extracts degrees of deterritorialization that add together and
cutting edges that conjugate.

A regime of signs has more thanjusttwo components. It has, in fact, four
of them, which form the object of Pragmatics. The first was the generative
component, which shows how a form of expression located on the language
stratum always appeals to several combined regimes, in other words, how
every regime of signs or semiotic is concretely mixed. On the level of this
component,one can abstract forms of content, most successfully if empha-
sis is placed on the mixture of regimes in the form of expression: one should
not, however, conclude from this the predominance of a regime constitut-
ing a general semiology and unifying forms. The second, transformational,
component, shows how one abstract regime can be translated, transformed
into another, and especially how it can be created from other regimes. This
second component isobviously more profound, because all mixed regimes
presuppose these transformations from one regime to another, past, pres-
ent, or potential (as a function of the creation of new regimes). Once again,
one abstracts, or can abstract, content, since the analysis is limited to meta-
morphoses internal to the form of expression, even though the form of
expression is not adequate to account for them. The third component is
diagrammatic: it consists in taking regimes of signs or forms of expression
and extracting from them particles-signs that are no longer formalized but
instead constitute unformed traits capable of combining with one another.
This is the height of abstraction, but also the moment at which abstraction
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becomes real; everything operates through abstract-real machines (which
have names and dates). One can abstract forms of content, but one must
simultaneously abstract forms of expression; for what is retained of each
areonlyunformed traits. That is why an abstract machine that would oper-
ate purely on the level of language is an absurdity. It is clear that this dia-
grammatic component is in turn more profound than the transformational
component: the creations-transformations of a regime of signs operate by
the emergence of ever-new abstract machines. Finally, the last, properly
machinic, component is meant to show how abstract machines are effectu-
ated in concrete assemblages; it is these assemblages that give distinct form
to traits of expression, but not without doing the same for traits of
content—the two forms being in reciprocal presupposition, or having a
necessary, unformed relation that once again prevents the form of expres-
sion from behaving as though it were self-sufficient (although it is indepen-
dent or distinct in a strictly formal way).

Thus pragmatics (or schizoanalysis) can be represented by four circular
components that bud and form rhizomes.

(1) The generative component: the study of concrete mixed semiotics; their mixtures
and variations. (2) The transformational component: the study of pure semiotics; their
transformations-translations and the creation of new semiotics. (3) The diagrammatic
component: the study of abstract machines, from the standpoint of semiotically
unformed mattersin relation to physically unformed matters. (4) The machinic com-
ponent: the study of the assemblages that effectuate abstract machines, simultaneously
semiotizing matters of expression and physicalizing matters of content.

Pragmatics as a whole would consist in this: making a tracing of the
mixed semiotics, under the generative component; making the transfor-
mational map of the regimes, with their possibilities for translation and
creation, for budding along the lines of the tracings; making the diagram of
the abstract machines that are in play in each case, either as potentialities
or as effective emergences; outlining the program of the assemblages that
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distribute everything and bring a circulation of movement with alterna-
tives, jumps, and mutations.

Forexample, in considering a given “proposition,” in other words, a ver-
bal aggregate defined syntactically, semantically, and logically as the
expression of an individual or group (“I love you” or “I am jealous”), one
would begin by asking to which “statement” this proposition corresponds
in the group or individual (for the same proposition can be tied to com-
pletely different statements). This question means: What regime of signs is
the proposition taken up by and without which its syntactical, semantic,
and logical elements would remain totally empty universal conditions?
What nonlinguistic element, or variable of enunciation, gives it consis-
tency? There is a presignifying “I love you” of the collective type in which,
as Miller says, a dance weds all the women of the tribe; there is a counter-
signifying “I love you” of the distributive and polemical type that has to do
with war and relations of force (the “I love you” of Penthesilea and Achil-
les); there is an “I love you” that is addressed to a center of signifiance and
uses interpretation to make a whole series of signifieds correspond to the
signifying chain; and there is a postsignifying or passional “I love you” that
constitutes a proceeding beginning from a point of subjectification, then
another, and yet another. Similarly, the proposition “I am jealous” is
clearly not the same statement in the passional regime of subjectification
as in the paranoid regime of signifiance: these are two distinct delusions.
Second, once it has been determined which statement the proposition cor-
responds to in a given group or individual at a given time, one would look
into the possibilities not only of mixture but also of translation and trans-
formation into another regime, or into statements belonging to other
regimes; one would look at what passes and does not pass in such a transfor-
mation, what remains irreducible and what flows. Third, one could try to
create new, as yet unknown statements for that proposition, even if the
result were a patois of sensual delight, physical and semiotic systems in
shreds, asubjective affects, signs without signifiance where syntax, seman-
tics, and logic are in collapse. Thisresearch should go from the worstto the
best since it would cover precious, metaphorical, or stultifying regimes as
well as cries-whispers, feverish improvisations, becomings-animal,
becomings-molecular, real transsexualities, continuums of intensity, con-
stitutions of bodies without organs . .. These two poles are inseparable;
they entertain perpetual relations of transformation, conversion, jumping,
falling, and rising. This final research simultaneously brings into play, on
the one hand, abstract machines, diagrams and diagrammatic functions,
and, onthe other hand, machinic assemblages, the formal distinctions they
make between expression and content, and their investments of words and
organs according to a relation of reciprocal presupposition. For example,
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the “I love you” of courtly love: Whatisits diagram, what abstract machine
emerges, and what is the new assemblage? These questions apply as much
to destratification as to the organization of strata. In short, there are no
syntactically, semantically, or logically definable propositions that tran-
scend or loom above statements. All methods for the transcendentaliza-
tion of language, all methods for endowing language with universals, from
Russell’s logic to Chomsky’s grammar, have fallen into the worst kind of
abstraction, in the sense that they validate a level that is both too abstract
and not abstract enough. Regimes of signs are not based on language, and
language alone does not constitute an abstract machine, whether structural
or generative. The opposite is the case. It is language that is based on
regimes of signs, and regimes of signson abstract machines, diagrammatic
functions, and machinic assemblages that go beyond any system of
semiology, linguistics, or logic. There is no universal propositional logic,
nor is there grammaticality in itself, any more than there is signifier for
itself. “Behind” statements and semioticizations there are only machines,
assemblages, and movements of deterritorialization that cut across the
stratification of the various systems and elude both the coordinates of lan-
guage and of existence. That is why pragmatics is not a complement to
logic, syntax, or semantics; on the contrary, it is the fundamental element
upon which all the rest depend.



6. November 28, 1947: How Do You
Make Yourself
a Body without Organs?

The Dogon Egg and the Distribution of Intensities

At any rate, you have one (or several). It’s not so much that it preexists or
comes ready-made, although in certain respects it is preexistent. At any
rate, you make one, you can’t desire without making one. And it awaits you,
it is an inevitable exercise or experimentation, already accomplished the
moment you undertake it, unaccomplished as long as you don’t. This is not
reassuring, because you can botch it. Orit can be terrifying, and lead you to
your death. It is nondesire as well as desire. It is not at all a notion or a
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concept but a practice, a set of practices. You never reach the Body without
Organs, you can’t reach it, you are forever attaining it, it is a limit. People
ask, So what is this BwO?—But you’re already on it, scurrying like a ver-
min, groping like a blind person, or running like a lunatic: desert traveler
and nomad of the steppes. On it we sleep, live our waking lives, fight—fight
and are fought—seek our place, experience untold happiness and fabulous
defeats; on it we penetrate and are penetrated; on it we love. On November
28, 1947, Artaud declares war on the organs: To be done with the judgment
of God, “for you can tie me up if you wish, but there is nothing more useless
than an organ.” Experimentation: not only radiophonic but also biologi-
cal and political, incurring censorship and repression. Corpus and Socius,
politics and experimentation. They will not let you experiment in peace.

The BwO: it is already under way the moment the body has had enough
of organs and wants to slough them off, or loses them. A long procession.
The hypochondriac body: the organs are destroyed, the damage has already
been done, nothing happens anymore. “Miss X claims that she no longer
has a brain or nerves or chest or stomach or guts. All she has left is the skin
and bones of a disorganized body. These are her own words.”? The para-
noid body: the organs are continually under attack by outside forces, but
are also restored by outside energies. (“He lived for a long time without a
stomach, without intestines, almost without lungs, with a torn oesophagus,
without a bladder, and with shattered ribs, he used sometimes to swallow
part of his own larynx with his food, etc. But divine miracles (‘rays’) always
restored what had been destroyed.”)® The schizo body, waging its own
active internal struggle against the organs, at the price of catatonia. Then
the drugged body, the experimental schizo: “The human body is scandal-
ously inefficient. Instead of amouth and an anus to get out of order why not
have one all-purpose hole to eat and eliminate? We could seal up nose and
mouth, fill in the stomach, make an air hole direct into the lungs where it
should have been in the first place.”® The masochist body: it is poorly
understood in terms of pain; it is fundamentally a question of the BwO. It
has its sadist or whore sew it up; the eyes, anus, urethra, breasts, and nose
are sewn shut. It has itself strung up to stop the organs from working;
flayed, as if the organs clung to the skin; sodomized, smothered, to make
sure everything is sealed tight.

Why such a dreary parade of sucked-dry, catatonicized, vitrified,
sewn-up bodies, when the BwO is also full of gaiety, ecstasy, and dance? So
why these examples, why must we start there? Emptied bodies instead of
full ones. What happened? Were you cautious enough? Not wisdom, cau-
tion. In doses. As a rule immanent to experimentation: injections of cau-
tion. Many have been defeated in this battle. Is it really so sad and
dangerous to be fed up with seeing with your eyes, breathing with your
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lungs, swallowing with your mouth, talking with your tongue, thinking with
your brain, having an anus and larynx, head and legs? Why not walk on
your head, sing with your sinuses, see through your skin, breathe with your
belly: the simple Thing, the Entity, the full Body, the stationary Voyage,
Anorexia, cutaneous Vision, Yoga, Krishna, Love, Experimentation.
Where psychoanalysis says, “Stop, find your self again,” we should say
instead, “Let’s go further still, we haven’t found our BwO yet, we haven’t
sufficiently dismantled our self.” Substitute forgetting for anamnesis,
experimentation for interpretation. Find your body without organs. Find
out how to makeit. It’s a question of life and death, youth and old age, sad-
ness and joy. It is where everything is played out.

“Mistress, 1) You may tie me down on the table, ropes drawn tight, for
ten to fifteen minutes, time enough to prepare the instruments; 2) One
hundred lashes at least, a pause of several minutes; 3) You begin sewing,
you sew up the hole in the glans; you sew the skin around the glans to the
glansitself, preventing the top from tearing; you sew the scrotum to the skin
of the thighs. You sew the breasts, securely attaching a button with four
holes to each nipple. You may connect them with an elastic band with
buttonholes—Now you go on to the second phase: 4) You can choose either
to turn me over on the table so I am tied lying on my stomach, but with my
legs together, or to bind me to the post with my wrists together, and my legs
also, my whole body tightly bound; 5) You whip my back buttocks thighs, a
hundred lashes at least; 6) Yousew my buttocks together, all the way up and
down the crack of my ass. Tightly, with a doubled thread, each stitch knot-
ted. If I am on the table, now tie me to the post; 7) Yougive me fifty thrashes
on the buttocks; 8) If you wish to intensify the torture and carry out your
threat from last time, stick the pins all the way into my buttocks as far as
they go; 9) Then you may tie me to the chair; you give me thirty thrashes on
the breasts and stick in the smaller pins; if you wish, you may heat them
red-hot beforehand, all or some. I should be tightly bound to the chair,
hands behind my back so my chest sticks out. I haven’t mentioned burns,
only because I have a medical exam coming up in awhile, and they take a
long time to heal.” This is not a phantasy, it is a program: There is an essen-
tial difference between the psychoanalytic interpretation of the phantasy
and the antipsychiatric experimentation of the program. Between the
phantasy, an interpretation that must itself be interpreted, and the motor
program of experimentation.’ The BwO is what remains when you take
everything away. What you take away is precisely the phantasy, and
signifiances and subjectifications as a whole. Psychoanalysis does the
opposite: it translates everything into phantasies, it converts everything
into phantasy, it retains the phantasy. It royally botches the real, because it
botches the BwO.
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Something will happen. Something is already happening. But what
comes to pass on the BwO is not exactly the same as how you make yourself
one. However, one is included in the other. Hence the two phases set forth
in the preceding letter. Why two clearly distinguished phases, when the
same thing is done in both cases—sewing and flogging? One phase is for the
fabrication of the BwO, the other to make something circulate on it or pass
across it; the same procedures are nevertheless used in both phases, but
they must be done over, done twice. What is certain is that the masochist
has made himself a BwO under such conditions that the BwO can nolonger
be populated by anything but intensities of pain, pain waves. It is false to
say that the masochist is looking for pain but just as false to say that he is
looking for pleasure in a particularly suspensive or roundabout way. The
masochistislooking fora type of BwO that only pain can fill, or travel over,
due to the very conditions under which that BwO was constituted. Pains
are populations, packs, modes of king-masochist-in-the-desert that he
engenders and augments. The same goes for the drugged body and intensi-
ties of cold, refrigerator waves. For each type of BwO, we must ask: (1) What
type is it, how is it fabricated, by what procedures and means (predeter-
mining what will come to pass)? (2) What are its modes, what comes to
pass, and with what variants and what surprises, what is unexpected and
what expected? In short, there is a very special relation of synthesis and
analysis between a given type of BwO and what happens on it: an a priori
synthesis by which something will necessarily be produced in a given mode
(but what it will be is not known) and an infinite analysis by which what is
produced on the BwO is already part of that body’s production, is already
included in the body, is already on it (but at the price of an infinity of pas-
sages, divisions, and secondary productions). It is a very delicate experi-
mentation since there must not be any stagnation of the modes or slippage
in type: the masochist and the drug user court these ever-present dangers
that empty their BwO’s instead of filling them.

You can fail twice, butitis the same failure, the same danger. Once at the
level of the constitution of the BwO and again at the level of what passes or
doesnot pass acrossit. You think youhave made yourself agood BwO, that
you chose the right Place, Power (Puissance), and Collectivity (there is
always a collectivity, even when you are alone), and then nothing passes,
nothing circulates, orsomething prevents things from moving. A paranoid
point, a point of blockage, an outburst of delirium: it comes across clearly
in Speed, by William Burroughs, Jr. Is it possible to locate this danger
point, should the block be expelled, or should one instead “love, honor, and
serve degeneracy wherever it surfaces™? To block, to be blocked, is that not
stillanintensity? In each case, we must define what comes to pass and what
does not pass, what causes passage and prevents it. As in the meat circuit
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according to Lewin, something flows through channels whose sections are
delimited by doors with gatekeepers, passers-on.® Door openers and trap
closers, Malabars and Fierabras. The body is now nothing more than a set
of valves, locks, floodgates, bowls, or communicating vessels, each with a
proper name: a peopling of the BwO, a Metropolis that has to be managed
with a whip. What peoples it, what passes across it, what does the blocking?

A BwO is made in such a way that it can be occupied, populated only by
intensities. Only intensities pass and circulate. Still, the BwO is not a scene,
aplace, or even asupport upon which something comes to pass. It has noth-
ing to do with phantasy, there is nothing to interpret. The BwO causes
intensities to pass; it produces and distributes them in a spatium that is
itselfintensive, lackingextension. It isnotspace, norisit inspace;it is mat-
ter that occupies space to a given degree—to the degree corresponding to
the intensities produced. It is nonstratified, unformed, intense matter, the
matrix of intensity, intensity = 0; but there is nothing negative about that
zero, there are no negative or opposite intensities. Matter equals energy.
Production of the real as an intensive magnitude starting at zero. That is
why we treat the BwO as the full egg before the extension of the organism
and the organization of the organs, before the formation of the strata; as the
intense egg defined by axes and vectors, gradients and thresholds, by
dynamic tendencies involving energy transformation and kinematic
movements involving group displacement, by migrations: all independent
of accessory forms because the organs appear and function here only as
pure intensities.” The organ changes when it crosses a threshold, when it
changes gradient. “No organ is constant as regards either function or posi-
tion,. . .sex organssproutanywhere, . . .rectums open, defecate and close,
... the entire organism changes color and consistency in split-second
adjustments.”® The tantric egg.

After all, is not Spinoza’s Ethics the great book of the BwO? The attri-
butes are types or genuses of BwQO’s, substances, powers, zero intensities as
matrices of production. The modes are everything that comes to pass:
waves and vibrations, migrations, thresholds and gradients, intensities
produced in a given type of substance starting from a given matrix. The
masochist body as an attribute or genus of substance, with its production
of intensities and pain modes based on its degree 0 of being sewn up. The
drugged body as a different attribute, with its production of specific inten-
sities based on absolute Cold = 0. (“Junkies always beef about The Cold as
they call it, turning up their black coat collars and clutching their withered
necks . . . pure junk con. A junky does not want to be warm, he wants to be
cool-cooler-cOLD. But he wants The Cold like he wants His Junk—NOT
OUTSIDE where it does him no good but INSIDE so he can sit around with a
spine like a frozen hydraulic jack . . . his metabolism approaching Absolute
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Zero.”)° Etc. The problem of whether there is a substance of all substances,
a single substance for all attributes, becomes: Is there a totality of all
BwO’s? If the BwO is already a limit, what must we say of the totality of all
BwOQ’s? It is a problem not of the One and the Multiple but of a fusional
multiplicity that effectively goes beyond any opposition between the one
and the multiple. A formal multiplicity of substantial attributes that, as
such, constitutes the ontological unity of substance. There is a continuum
of all of the attributes or genuses of intensity under a single substance, and
a continuum of the intensities of a certain genus under a single type or
attribute. A continuum of all substances in intensity and of all intensities
in substance. The uninterrupted continuum of the BwO. BwO, imma-
nence, immanent limit. Drug users, masochists, schizophrenics, lovers—
all BwO’s pay homage to Spinoza. The BwO is the field of immanence of
desire, the plane of consistency specific to desire (with desire defined as a
process of production without reference to any exterior agency, whether it
be a lack that hollows it out or a pleasure that fills it).

Every time desire is betrayed, cursed, uprooted from its field of
immanence, a priest is behind it. The priest cast the triple curse on desire:
the negative law, the extrinsic rule, and the transcendent ideal. Facing
north, the priest said, Desire is lack (how could it not lack what it desires?).
The priest carried out the first sacrifice, named castration, and all the men
and women of the north lined up behind him, crying in cadence, “Lack,
lack, it’s the common law.” Then, facing south, the priest linked desire to
pleasure. For there are hedonistic, even orgiastic, priests. Desire will be
assuaged by pleasure; and not only will the pleasure obtained silence desire
for amoment but the process of obtainingitis already away of interrupting
it, of instantly discharging it and unburdening oneself of it. Pleasure as dis-
charge: the priest carries out the second sacrifice, named masturbation.
Then, facing east, he exclaimed: Jouissance is impossible, but impossible
Jjouissance is inscribed in desire. For that, in its very impossibility, is the
Ideal, the “manque-a-jouir that is life.”!® The priest carried out the third
sacrifice, phantasy or the thousand and one nights, the one hundred twenty
days, while the men of the East chanted: Yes, we will be your phantasy, your
ideal and impossibility, yours and also our own. The priest did not turn to
the west. He knew that in the west lay a plane of consistency, but he thought
that the way was blocked by the columns of Hercules, that it led nowhere
and was uninhabited by people. But that is where desire was lurking, west
was the shortest route east, as well as to the other directions, rediscovered
or deterritorialized.

The most recent figure of the priest is the psychoanalyst, with his or her
three principles: Pleasure, Death, and Reality. Doubtless, psychoanalysis
demonstrated that desire is not subordinated to procreation, or even to
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genitality. That was its modernism. But it retained the essentials; it even
found new ways of inscribing in desire the negative law oflack, the external
rule of pleasure, and the transcendent ideal of phantasy. Take the interpre-
tation of masochism: when the ridiculous death instinctis notinvoked, it is
claimed that the masochist, like everybody else, is after pleasure but can
only get it through pain and phantasied humiliations whose function is to
allay or ward off deep anxiety. This is inaccurate; the masochist’s suffering
is the price he must pay, not to achieve pleasure, but to untie the
pseudobond between desire and pleasure as an extrinsic measure. Pleasure
isin nowaysomething that can be attained only by a detour through suffer-
ing; it is something that must be delayed as long as possible because it inter-
rupts the continuous process of positive desire. There is, in fact, a joy that is
immanent to desire as though desire were filled byitself and its contempla-
tions, a joy that implies no lack or impossibility and is not measured by
pleasure since it is what distributes intensities of pleasure and prevents
them from being suffused by anxiety, shame, and guilt. In short, the mas-
ochist uses suffering as a way of constituting a body without organs and
bringing forth a plane of consistency of desire. That there are other ways,
other procedures than masochism, and certainly better ones, is beside the
point; it is enough that some find this procedure suitable for them.

Take a masochist who did not undergo psychoanalysis: “PROGRAM . . .
At night, put on the bridle and attach my hands more tightly, either to the
bit with the chain, or to the big belt right after returning from the bath. Put
on the entire harness right away also, the reins and thumbscrews, and
attach the thumbscrews to the harness. My penis should be in a metal
sheath. Ride the reins for two hours during the day, and in the evening as
the master wishes. Confinement for three or four days, hands still tied, the
reins alternately tightened and loosened. The master will never approach
her horse without the crop, and without using it. If the animal should dis-
play impatience or rebelliousness, the reins will be drawn tighter, the mas-
ter will grab them and give the beast a good thrashing.”!! What is this
masochist doing? He seems to be imitating a horse, Equus eroticus, but
that’s not it. Nor are the horse and the master-trainer or mistress images of
the mother or father. Something entirely different is going on: a becoming-
animal essential to masochism. It is a question of forces. The masochist
presents it this way: Training axiom—destroy the instinctive forces in order
to replace them with transmitted forces. In fact, it is less a destruction than
an exchange and circulation (“what happens to a horse can also happen to
me”). Horses are trained: humans impose upon the horse’s instinctive
forces transmitted forces that regulate the former, select, dominate,
overcode them. The masochist effects an inversion of signs: the horse
transmits its transmitted forces to him, so that the masochist’s innate
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forces will in turn be tamed. There are two series, the horse’s (innate force,
force transmitted by the human being), and the masochist’s (force trans-
mitted by the horse, innate force of the human being). One series explodes
into the other, forms a circuit with it: an increase in power or a circuit of
intensities. The “master,” or rather the mistress-rider, the equestrian,
ensures the conversion of forces and the inversion of signs. The masochist
constructs an entire assemblage that simultaneously draws and fills the
field of immanence of desire; he constitutes a bodywithout organs or plane
of consistency using himself, the horse, and the mistress. “Results to be
obtained: that I am kept in continual expectancy of actions and orders, and
that little by little all opposition is replaced by a fusion of my person with
yours. . . . Thus at the mere thought of your boots, without even acknowl-
edging it, I must feel fear. In this way, it will no longer be women’s legs that
have an effect on me, and if it pleases you to command me to receive your
caresses, when you have had them and if you make me feel them, you will
give me the imprint of your body as I have never had it before and never
would have had it otherwise.”!2 Legs are still organs, but the boots now only
determine a zone of intensity as an imprint or zone on a BwO.

Similarly, or actually in a different way, it would be an error to interpret
courtly love in terms of a law of lack or an ideal of transcendence. The
renunciation of external pleasure, or its delay, its infinite regress, testifies
on the contrary to an achieved state in which desire no longer lacks any-
thing but fills itself and constructs its own field of immanence. Pleasure is
an affection of a person or a subject; it is the only way for persons to “find
themselves” in the process of desirethat exceeds them;pleasures, even the
most artificial, are reterritorializations. But the question is precisely
whether it is necessary to find oneself. Courtly love does not love the self,
any more than it loves the whole universe in a celestial or religious way. It is
a question of making a body without organs upon which intensities pass,
self and other—not in the name of a higher level of generality or a broader
extension, but by virtue of singularities that can no longer be said to be per-
sonal, and intensities that can no longer be said to be extensi ve. The field of
immanence is not internal to the self, but neither does it come from an
external self or a nonself. Rather, it is like the absolute Outside that knows
no Selves because interior and exterior are equally a part of theimmanence
in which they have fused. “Joy” in courtly love, the exchange of hearts, the
test or “assay”: everythingisallowed, aslongasitis not external to desire or
transcendent to its plane, or else internal to persons. The slightest caress
may be as strong as an orgasm; orgasm is a mere fact, a rather deplorable
one, in relation to desire in pursuit of its principle. Everything is allowed:
all that counts is for pleasure to be the flow of desire itself, Immanence,
instead of a measure thatinterruptsit or deliversit to the three phantoms,



HOW DO YOU MAKE YOURSELF A BODY WITHOUT ORGANS? O 157

namely, internal lack, higher transcendence, and apparent exteriority.!3 If
pleasureisnotthe normofdesire,itisnotbyvirtueofalack thatisimpossi-
bletofill but, on the contrary, by virtue of its positivity, in other words, the
plane of consistency it draws in the course of its process.

A great Japanese compilation of Chinese Taoist treatises was made in
AD. 982-984. We see in it the formation of a circuit of intensities between
female and male energy, with the woman playing the role of the innate or
instinctive force (Yin) stolen by or transmitted to the man in such a way
that the transmitted force of the man (Yang) in turn becomes innate, all the
more innate: an augmentation of powers.!* The condition for this circula-
tion and multiplication is that the man not ejaculate. It is not a question of
experiencing desire as an internal lack, nor of delaying pleasure in order to
produce a kind of externalizable surplus value, but instead of constituting
an intensive body without organs, Tao, a field of immanence in which
desire lacks nothing and therefore cannot be linked to any external or tran-
scendent criterion. It is true that the whole circuit can be channeled toward
procreative ends (ejaculation when the energies are right); that is how Con-
fucianism understood it. But this is true only for one side of the assemblage
of desire, the side facing the strata, organisms, State, family. .. It is not
true for the other side, the Tao side of destratification that draws a plane of
consistency proper to desire. Is the Tao masochistic? Is courtly love Taoist?
These questions are largely meaningless. The field of immanence or plane
of consistency must be constructed. This can take place in very different
social formations through very different assemblages (perverse, artistic,
scientific, mystical, political) with different types of bodies without
organs. It is constructed piece by piece, and the places, conditions, and
techniques are irreducible to one another. The question, rather, is whether
the pieces can fit together, and at what price. Inevitably, there will be mon-
strous crossbreeds. The plane of consistency would be the totality of all
BwO’s, a pure multiplicity of immanence, one piece of which may be Chi-
nese, another American, another medieval, another petty perverse, but all
in a movement of generalized deterritorialization in which each person
takes and makes what she or he can, according to tastes she or he will have
succeeded in abstracting from a Self [Moi], according to a politics or strat-
egy successfully abstracted from a given formation, according to a given
procedure abstracted from its origin.

We distinguish between: (1) BwO’s, which are different types, genuses,
or substantial attributes. For example, the Cold of the drugged BwO, the
Pain of the masochist BwO. Each hasits degree 0 as its principle of produc-
tion (remissio). (2) What happens on each type of BwQ, in other words, the
modes, the intensities that are produced, the waves that pass (/atitudo). (3)
The potential totality of all BwQO’s, the plane of consistency (Omnitudo,
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sometimes called the BwO). There are a number of questions. Not only
how to make oneself a BwO, and how to produce the corresponding
intensities without which it would remain empty (not exactly the same
question). But also how to reach the plane of consistency. How to sew up,
cool down, and tie together all the BwO’s. If this is possible to do, it is only
by conjugating the intensities produced on each BwO, by producing a con-
tinuum of all intensive continuities. Are not assemblages necessary to fab-
ricate each BwO, is not agreat abstract Machine necessary to construct the
plane of consistency? Gregory Bateson uses the term plateau for continu-
ous regions of intensity constituted in such a way that they do not allow
themselves to be interrupted by any external termination, any more than
they allow themselves to build toward a climax; examples are certain sex-
ual, or aggressive, processes in Balinese culture.!s A plateau is a piece of
immanence. Every BwO is made up of plateaus. Every BwO is itself a pla-
teau in communication with other plateaus on the plane of consistency.
The BwO is a component of passage.

A rereading of Héliogabale and Les Tarahumaras. For Heliogabalus is
Spinoza, and Spinoza is Heliogabalus revived. And the Tarahumaras are
experimentation, peyote. Spinoza, Heliogabalus, and experimentation
have the same formula: anarchy and unity are one and the same thing, not
the unity of the One, but a much stranger unity that applies only to the mul-
tiple.!®* These two books by Artaud express the multiplicity of fusion,
fusionability as infinite zero, the plane of consistency, Matter where no
gods go; principles as forces, essences, substances, elements, remissions,
productions; manners of being or modalities as produced intensities,
vibrations, breaths, Numbers. Finally, the difficulty of reaching this world
of crowned Anarchy if you go no farther than the organs (“the liver that
turns the skin yellow, the brain wracked by syphilis, the intestines that
expel filth”) and if you stay locked into the organism, or into a stratum that
blocks the flows and anchors us in this, our world.

Wecome to thegradualrealization that the BwO isnot at all the opposite
of the organs. The organs are not its enemies. The enemy is the organism.
The BwO isopposed not to the organs but tothatorganization of the organs
called the organism. It is true that Artaud wages a struggle against the
organs, but at the same time what he is going after, what he has it in for, is
the organism: The body is the body. Alone it stands. And in no need of
organs. Organism it never is. Organisms are the enemies of the body.'” The
BwO is not opposed to the organs; rather, the BwO and its “true organs,”
which must be composed and positioned, are opposed to the organism, the
organic organization of the organs. The judgment of God, the system of the
judgment of God, the theological system, is precisely the operation of He
who makes an organism, an organization of organs called the organism,
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because He cannot bear the BwO, because He pursues it and rips it apart so
He can be first, and have the organism be first. The organism is already
that, the judgment of God, from which medical doctors benefit and on
which they base their power. The organism is not at all the body, the BwO;
rather, it is a stratum on the BwO, in other words, a phenomenon of accu-
mulation, coagulation, and sedimentation that, in order to extract useful
labor from the BwO, imposes upon it forms, functions, bonds, dominant
and hierarchized organizations, organized transcendences. The strata are
bonds, pincers. “Tie me up if you wish.” We are continually stratified. But
who is this we that is not me, for the subject no less than the organism
belongs to and depends on a stratum? Now we have the answer: the BwO is
that glacial reality where the alluvions, sedimentations, coagulations,
foldings, and recoilings that compose an organism—and also a significa-
tion and a subject—occur. For the judgment of God weighs upon and is
exercised against the BwQ; it is the BwO that undergoes it. It is in the BwO
thatthe organs enter into the relations of compositioncalled the organism.
The BwO howls: “They’ve made me an organism! They’ve wrongfully
folded me! They’ve stolen my body!” The judgment of God uproots it from
itsimmanence and makesit an organism, a signification, a subject. Itisthe
BwO that is stratified. It swings between two poles, the surfaces of stratifi-
cation into which it is recoiled, on which it submits to the judgment, and
the plane of consistency in which it unfurls and opens to experimentation.
If the BwO is a limit, if one is forever attaining it, it is because behind each
stratum, encasted in it, there is always another stratum. For many a stra-
tum, and not only an organism, is necessary to make the judgment of God.
A perpetual and violent combat between the plane of consistency, which
frees the BwO, cutting across and dismantling all of the strata, and the sur-
faces of stratification that block it or make it recoil.

Let us consider the three great strata concerning us, in other words, the
ones that most directly bind us: the organism, signifiance, and subjectifi-
cation. The surface of the organism, theangle of signifiance and interpreta-
tion, and the point of subjectification or subjection. You will be organized,
you will be an organism, you will articulate your body—otherwise you’re
just depraved. You will be signifier and signified, interpreter and
interpreted—otherwise you’re just a deviant. You will be a subject, nailed
down as one, a subject of the enunciation recoiled into a subject of the
statement—otherwise you’re just a tramp. To the strata as a whole, the
BwO opposes disarticulation (or n articulations) as the property of the
plane of consistency, experimentation as the operation on that plane (no
signifier, never interpret!), and nomadism as the movement (keep moving,
even in place, never stop moving, motionless voyage, desubjectification).
What does it mean to disarticulate, toceaseto bean organism? How can we
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convey how easy it is, and the extent to which we do it every day? And how
necessary caution is, the art of dosages, since overdose is a danger. You
don’t do it with a sledgehammer, you use a very fine file. You invent self-
destructions that have nothing to do with the death drive. Dismantling the
organism has never meant killing yourself, but rather opening the body to
connections that presuppose an entire assemblage, circuits, conjunctions,
levels and thresholds, passages and distributions of intensity, and territor-
ies and deterritorializations measured with the craft of a surveyor. Actu-
ally, dismantling the organism is no more difficult than dismantling the
other two strata, signifiance and subjectification. Signifiance clings to the
soul just as the organism clings to the body, and it is not easy to get rid of
either. And how can we unhook ourselves from the points of subjectifi-
cation that secure us, nail us down to a dominant reality? Tearing the con-
scious away from the subject in order to make it a means of exploration,
tearing the unconscious away from signifiance and interpretation in order
to make it a veritable production: this is assuredly no more or less difficult
than tearing the body away from the organism. Caution is the art common
to all three; if in dismantling the organism there are times one courtsdeath,
in slipping away from signifiance and subjection one courts falsehood, illu-
sion and hallucination and psychic death. Artaud weighs and measures
every word: the conscious “knows what is good for it and what is of no value
to it: it knows which thoughts and feelings it can receive without danger
and with profit, and which are harmful to the exercise of its freedom.
Above all, it knows just how far its own being goes, and just how far it has
not yet goneor doesnot havetherightto gowithoutsinkingintotheunreal,
the illusory, the unmade, the unprepared . . . a Plane which normal con-
sciousness does not reach but which Ciguriallows usto reach, and which is
the very mystery of all poetry. But there is in human existence another
plane, obscure and formless, where consciousness has not entered, and
which surrounds it like an unilluminated extension or a menace, as the case
may be. And which itself gives off adventurous sensations, perceptions.
These are those shameless fantasies which affect an unhealthy con-
scious. ... I too have had false sensations and perceptions and I have
believed in them.”!8

You havetokeep enough of the organism foritto reform each dawn; and
you have to keep small supplies of signifiance and subjectification, if only
to turn them against their own systems when the circumstances demand it,
when things, persons, even situations, force you to; and you have to keep
small rations of subjectivity in sufficient quantity to enable you to respond
tothe dominant reality. Mimic the strata. Youdon’t reach the BwO, and its
plane of consistency, by wildly destratifying. That is why we encountered
the paradox of those emptied and dreary bodies at the very beginning: they
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had emptied themselves of their organs instead of looking for the point at
which they could patiently and momentarily dismantle the organization of
the organs we call the organism. There are, in fact, several ways of botching
the BwO: either one fails to produce it, or one produces it more or less, but
nothing is produced on it, intensities do not pass or are blocked. This is
because the BwO is always swinging between the surfaces that stratify it
and the plane that sets it free. If you free it with too violent an action, if you
blow apart the strata without taking precautions, then instead of drawing
the plane you will be killed, plunged into a black hole, or even dragged
toward catastrophe. Staying stratified—organized, signified, subjected—
is not the worst that can happen; the worst that can happen is if you throw
thestrata into demented or suicidal collapse, which brings them back down
on us heavier than ever. This is how it should be done: Lodge yourself on a
stratum, experiment with the opportunities it offers, find an advantageous
place onit, find potential movements of deterritorialization, possible lines
of flight, experience them, produce flow conjunctions here and there, try
out continuums of intensities segment by segment, have a small plot of new
land at all times. It is through a meticulous relation with the strata that one
succeeds in freeing lines of flight, causing conjugated flows to pass and
escape and bringing forth continuous intensities for a BwO. Connect, con-
jugate, continue: a whole “diagram,” as opposed to still signifying and sub-
jective programs. We are in a social formation; first see how it is stratified
forus and in us and at the place where we are; then descend from the strata
to the deeper assemblage within which we are held; gently tip the assem-
blage, making it pass over to the side of the plane of consistency. It is only
there that the BwO reveals itself for what it is: connection of desires, con-
junction of flows, continuum of intensities. You have constructed your
own little machine, ready when needed to be plugged into other collective
machines. Castaneda describes a long process of experimentation (it
makes little difference whether it is with peyote or other things): let us
recall for the moment how the Indian forces him first to find a “place,”
already a difficult operation, then to find “allies,” and then gradually to
give up interpretation, to construct flow by flow and segment by segment
lines of experimentation, becoming-animal, becoming-molecular, etc. For
the BwO is all of that: necessarily a Place, necessarily a Plane, necessarily a
Collectivity (assembling elements, things, plants, animals, tools, people,
powers, and fragments of all of these; for it is not “my” body without
organs, instead the “me” (moi) is on it, or what remains of me, unalterable
and changing in form, crossing thresholds).

In the course of Castaneda’s books, the reader may begin to doubt the
existence of the Indian Don Juan, and many other things besides. But that
has no importance. So much the better if the books are a syncretism rather
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than an ethnographical study, and the protocol of an experiment rather
than an account of an initiation. The fourth book, Tales of Power, is about
the living distinction between the “Tonal” and the “Nagual.” The tonal
seems to cover many disparate things: It is the organism, and also all that is
organized and organizing; but it is also signifiance, and all that is signifying
or signified, all that is susceptible to interpretation, explanation, all that is
memorizable in the form of something recalling something else; finally, it
is the Self (Moi), the subject, the historical, social, or individual person,
and the corresponding feelings. In short, the tonal is everything, including
God, the judgment of God, since it “makes up the rules by which it appre-
hends the world. So, in a manner of speaking, it creates the world.”!® Yet
the tonal is only an island. For the nagual is also everything. And it is the
same everything, but under such conditions that the body without organs
has replaced the organism and experimentation has replaced all interpreta-
tion, for which it no longer has any use. Flows of intensity, their fluids, their
fibers, their continuums and conjunctions of affects, the wind, fine
segmentation, microperceptions, have replaced the world of the subject.
Becomings, becomings-animal, becomings-molecular, have replaced his-
tory, individual or general. In fact, the tonal is not as disparate as it seems:
itincludesall of the strata and everythingthatcanbe ascribed to the strata,
the organization of the organism, the interpretations and explanations of
the signifiable, the movements of subjectification. The nagual, on the con-
trary, dismantles the strata. It is no longer an organism that functions but a
BwO that is constructed. No longer are there acts to explain, dreams or
phantasies to interpret, childhood memories to recall, words to make sig-
nify; instead, there are colors and sounds, becomings and intensities (and
when you become-dog, don’t ask if the dog you are playing with is a dream
or areality, ifit is “your goddam mother” or something else entirely). There
is no longer a Self[M oi]that feels, acts, and recalls; there is “aglowing fog, a
dark yellow mist” that has affects and experiences movements, speeds.20
The important thing is not to dismantle the tonal by destroying it all of a
sudden. You have to diminish it, shrink it, clean it, and that only at certain
moments. You have to keep it in order to survive, to ward off the assault of
the nagual. For a nagual that erupts, that destroys the tonal, a body without
organs that shatters all the strata, turns immediately into a body of noth-
ingness, pure self-destruction whose only outcome is death: “The tonal
must be protected at any cost.”?!

We still have not answered the question of why there are so many dan-
gers, and so many necessary precautions. It is not enough to set up an
abstract opposition between the strata and the BwO. For the BwO already
exists in the strata as well as on the destratified plane of consistency, but in
atotally different manner. Take the organism as a stratum: there isindeed a
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BwO that opposes the organization of the organs we call the organism, but
there is also a BwO of the organism that belongs to that stratum. Cancerous
tissue: each instant, each second, a cell becomes cancerous, mad, prolife-
rates and loses its configuration, takes over everything; the organism must
resubmit it to its rule or restratify it, not only for its own survival, but also
to make possible an escape from the organism, the fabrication of the
“other” BwO on the plane of consistency. Take the stratum of signifiance:
once again, there is a cancerous tissue, this time of signifiance, a burgeon-
ing body of the despot that blocks any circulation of signs, as well as
preventing the birth of the asignifying sign on the “other” BwO. Or take
a stifling body of subjectification, which makes a freeing all the more
unlikely by forbidding any remaining distinction between subjects. Even if
we consider given social formations, or a given stratic apparatus within a
formation, we must say that every one of them has a BwO ready to gnaw,
proliferate, cover, and invade the entire social field, entering into relations
of violence and rivalry as well as alliance and complicity. A BwO of money
(inflation), but also a BwO of the State, army, factory, city, Party, etc. If the
strata are an affair of coagulation and sedimentation, all astratum needs is
a high sedimentation rate for it to lose its configuration and articulations,
and to form its own specific kind of tumor, within itself or in a given forma-
tion or apparatus. The strata spawn their own BwQ?’s, totalitarian and fas-
cist BwQO’s, terrifying caricatures of the plane of consistency. It is not
enough to make a distinction between full BwQO’s on the plane of consis-
tency and empty BwO’s on the debris of strata destroyed by a too-violent
destratification. We must also take into accountcancerous BwQ’s in a stra-
tum that has begun to proliferate. The three-body problem. Artaud said that
outside the “plane” is another plane surrounding us with “an unillu-
minated extension or a menace, as the case may be.” It is a struggle and as
such is never sufficiently clear. How can we fabricate a BwO for ourselves
without its being the cancerous BwO of a fascist inside us, or the empty
BwO of a drug addict, paranoiac, or hypochondriac? How can we tell the
three Bodies apart? Artaud was constantly grappling with this problem.
The extraordinary composition of To Be Done with the Judgment of God.
he begins by cursing the cancerous body of America, the body of war and
money; he denounces the strata, which he calls “caca”; to the strata he
opposes the true Plane, even if it is only peyote, the little trickle of the
Tarahumaras; but he also knows about the dangers of a too-sudden, care-
less destratification. Artaud was constantly grappling with all of that, and
flowed with it. Letter to Hitler: “Dear Sir, In 1932 in the Ider Caféin Berlin,
on one of the evenings when I made your acquaintance and shortly before
you took power, I showed you roadblocks on a map that was not just a map
of geography, roadblocks against me, an act of force aimed in a certain
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number of directions you indicated to me. Today Hitler I lift the road-
blocks I set down! The Parisians need gas. Yours, A.A.—P.S. Be it under-
stood, dear sir, that this is hardly an invitation, it is above all a warning.”22
That map that is not only a map of geography is something like a BwO
intensity map, where the roadblocks designate thresholds and the gas,
waves or flows. Even if Artaud did not succeed for himself, it is certain that
through him something has succeeded for us all.

The BwO is the egg. But the egg is not regressive; on the contrary, it is
perfectly contemporary, you always carry it with you as your own milieu of
experimentation, your associated milieu. The egg is the milieu of pure
intensity, spatium not extension, Zero intensity as principle of production.
There is a fundamental convergence between science and myth, embryol-
ogy and mythology, the biological egg and the psychic or cosmic egg: theegg
always designates this intensive reality, which is not undifferentiated, but
is where things and organs are distinguished solely by gradients, migra-
tions, zones of proximity. The egg is the BwO. The BwO is not “before” the
organism; it is adjacent to it and is continually in the process of construct-
ing itself. If it is tied to childhood, it is not in the sense that the adult
regresses to the child and the child to the Mother, but in the sense that the
child, like the Dogon twin who takes a piece of the placenta with him, tears
from the organic form of the Mother an intense and destratified matter
that on the contrary constitutes his or her perpetual break with the past, his
or her present experience, experimentation. The BwO is a childhood block,
a becoming, the opposite of a childhood memory. It is not the child
“before” the adult, or the mother “before” the child: it is the strict contem-
poraneousness of the adult, of the adult and the child, their map of compar-
ative densities and intensities, and all of the variations on that map. The
BwO is precisely this intense germen where there are not and cannot be
either parents or children (organic representation). This is what Freud
failed to understand about Weissmann: the child as the germinal contem-
porary of its parents. Thus the BwO is never yours or mine. It is always a
body. It is no more projective than it is regressive. It is an involution, but
always a contemporary, creative involution. The organs distribute them-
selves on the BwO, but they distribute themselves independently of the
form of the organism; forms become contingent, organs are no longer any-
thing more than intensities thatare produced, flows, thresholds, and gradi-
ents. “A” stomach, “an” eye, “a” mouth: the indefinite article does not lack
anything; it is not indeterminate or undifferentiated, but expresses the
pure determination of intensity, intensive difference. The indefinite arti-
cle is the conductor of desire. It is not at all a question of a fragmented,
splintered body, of organs without the body (OwB). The BwO isexactly the
opposite. There are not organs in the sense of fragmentsinrelationto a lost
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unity, nor is there a return to the undifferentiated in relation to a differen-
tiable totality. There is a distribution of intensive principles of organs, with
their positive indefinite articles, within a collectivity or multiplicity, inside
an assemblage, and according to machinic connections operating on a
BwO. Logos spermaticos. The error of psychoanalysis was to understand
BwO phenomena as regressions, projections, phantasies, in terms of an
image of the body. As a result, it only grasps the flipside of the BwO and
immediately substitutes family photos, childhood memories, and part-
objects for a worldwide intensity map. It understands nothing about the
egg nor about indefinite articles nor about the contemporaneousness of a
continually self-constructing milieu.

The BwO is desire; it is that which one desires and by which one de-
sires. And not only because it is the plane of consistency or the field of
immanence of desire. Even whenit fallsinto the void of too-sudden destra-
tification, or into the proliferation of a cancerous stratum, it is still desire.
Desire stretches that far: desiring one’s own annihilation, or desiring the
power to annihilate. Money, army, police, and State desire, fascist desire,
even fascism is desire. There is desire whenever there is the constitution of
a BwO under one relation or another. It is a problem not of ideology but of
pure matter, a phenomenon of physical, biological, psychic, social, or cos-
mic matter. Thatis why the material problem confronting schizoanalysis is
knowing whether we haveit within our means to make the selection, to dis-
tinguish the BwO from its doubles: empty vitreous bodies, cancerous bod-
ies, totalitarian and fascist. The test of desire: not denouncing false desires,
but distinguishing within desire between that which pertainstostraticpro-
liferation, or else too-violent destratification, and that which pertains to
the construction of the plane of consistency (keep an eye out for all that is
fascist, even inside us, and also for the suicidal and the demented). The
plane of consistency is not simply that which is constituted by the sum of all
BwO’s. There are things it rejects; the BwO chooses, as a function of the
abstract machine that draws it. Even within a BwO (the masochist body,
the drugged body, etc.), we must distinguish what can be composed on the
plane and whatcannot. Thereis a fascist use of drugs, or asuicidal use, but
is there also a possible use that would be in conformity with the plane of
consistency? Even paranoia: Is there a possibility of using it that way in
part? When we asked the question of the totality ofallBwO’s, considered as
substantial attributes of a single substance, it should have been under-
stood, strictly speaking, to apply only to the plane. The plane is the totality
of the full BwO’s that have been selected (there is no positive totality
including the cancerous or empty bodies). What is the nature of this total-
ity? Is it solely logical? Or must we say that each BwO, from a basis in its
own genus, produces effects identical or analogous to the effects other
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BwO’s produce from a basis in their genera? Could what the drug user or
masochist obtains also be obtained in a different fashion in the conditions
of the plane, so it would even be possible to use drugs without using drugs,
to get soused on pure water, as in Henry Miller’s experimentations? Or is it
aquestion of a real passage of substances, an intensive continuum of all the
BwQO’s? Doubtless, anything is possible. All we are saying is that the iden-
tity of effects, the continuity of genera, the totality of all BwQO’s, can be
obtained on the plane of consistency only by means of an abstract machine
capable of covering and even creating it, by assemblages capable of plug-
ging into desire, of effectively taking charge of desires, of assuring their
continuous connections and transversal tie-ins. Otherwise, the BwO’s of
the plane will remain separated by genus, marginalized, reduced to means
of bordering, while on the “other plane” the emptied or cancerous doubles
will triumph.



7. Year Zero: Faciality

T B © A o q
Earlier, we encountered two axes, signifiance and subjectification. We saw
that they were two very different semiotic systems, or even two strata.
Signifiance is never without a white wall upon which it inscribes its signs
and redundancies. Subjectification is never without a black hole in which
it lodges its consciousness, passion, and redundancies. Since all semiotics
are mixed and strata come at least in twos, it should come as no surprise
that a very special mechanism is situated at their intersection. Oddly
enough, it is a face: the white wall/black hole system. A broad face with
white cheeks, a chalk face with eyes cut in for a black hole. Clown head,
white clown, moon-white mime, angel of death, Holy Shroud. The face is
not an envelope exterior to the person who speaks, thinks, or feels. The
form of the signifier in language, even its units, would remain indetermi-
nate if the potential listener did not use the face of the speaker to guide his
or her choices (“Hey, he seems angry...”; “He couldn’tsayit...”; “You
see my face when I'm talking to you...” “look at me carefully...”). A
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child, woman, mother, man, father, boss, teacher, police officer, does not
speak a general language but one whose signifyingtraitsareindexed to spe-
cific faciality traits. Faces are not basically individual; they define zones of
frequency or probability, delimit a field that neutralizes in advance any
expressions or connections unamenable to the appropriate significations.
Similarly, the form of subjectivity, whether consciousness or passion,
would remain absolutely empty if faces did not form loci of resonance that
select the sensed or mental reality and make it conform in advance to a
dominant reality. The face itself is redundancy. It is itself in redundancy
with the redundancies of signifiance or frequency, and those of resonance
or subjectivity. The face constructs the wall that the signifier needsin order
to bounce of f of ; it constitutes the wall of the signifier, the frame or screen.
The face digs the hole that subjectification needs in order to break through;
it constitutes the black hole of subjectivity as consciousness or passion, the
camera, the third eye.

Or should we say things differently? It is not exactly the face that consti-
tutes the wall of the signifier or the hole of subjectivity. The face, atleast the
concrete face, vaguely begins to take shape on the white wall. It vaguely
begins to appear in the black hole. In film, the close-up of the face can be
said to have two poles: make the face reflect light or, on the contrary,
emphasize its shadows to the point of engulfing it “in pitiless darkness.” A
psychologist once said that the face is a visual percept that crystallizes out
of “different varieties of vague luminosity without form or dimension.” A
suggestive whiteness, a hole that captures, a face. According to this
account, the dimensionless black hole and formless white wallare already
there to begin with. And there are already a number of possible combina-
tions in the system: either black holes distribute themselves on the white
wall, or the white wall unravels and moves toward a black hole combining
all black holes, hurtling them together or making them “crest.” Sometimes
faces appear on the wall, with their holes; sometimes they appear in the
hole, with their linearized, rolled-up wall. A horror story, the face is a hor-
ror story. It is certain that the signifier does not construct the wall that it
needs all by itself; it is certain that subjectivity does not dig its hole all
alone. Concrete faces cannot be assumed to come ready-made. They are
engendered by an abstract machine of faciality (visagéité), which produces
them at the same time asit gives the signifier its white wall and subjectivity
its black hole. Thus the black hole/white wall system is, to begin with, not a
face but the abstract machine that produces faces according to the change-
able combinations of its cogwheels. Do not expect the abstract machine to
resemble what it produces, or will produce.

The abstract machine crops up when you least expect it, at a chance
juncture when you are just falling asleep, or into a twilight state or halluci-
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nating, or doing an amusing physics experiment ... Kafka’s novella,
“Blumfeld”:2 the bachelor returns home in the evening to find two little
ping-pong balls jumping around by themselves on the “wall” constituted
by the floor. They bounce everywhere and even try to hit him in the face.
They apparently contain other, still smaller, electric balls. Blumfeld finally
manages to lock them up in the black hole of a wardrobe. The scene contin-
ues the next day when Blumfeld tries to give the balls to a small, feeble-
minded boy and two grimacing little girls, and then at the office, where he
encounters his two grimacing and feebleminded assistants, who want to
make of f with a broom. In a wonderful ballet by Debussy and Nijinsky, a
little tennis ball comes bouncing onto the stage at dusk, and at the end
another ball appears in a similar fashion. This time, between the two balls,
two girls and a boy who watches them develop passional dance and facial
traits in vague luminosities (curiosity, spite, irony, ecstasy. . .).3 There is
nothingto explain, nothing tointerpret. It isthe pure abstract machine ofa
twilight state. White wall/black hole? But depending on the combinations,
the wall could just as well be black, and the hole white. The balls can bounce
off of a wall or spin into a black hole. Even upon impact they can have the
relative role of a hole in relation to the wall, just as when they are rolling
straight ahead they can have the relative role of a wall in relation to the hole
they are heading for. They circulate in the white wall/black hole system.
Nothing in all of this resembles a face, yet throughout the system faces are
distributed and faciality traits organized. Nevertheless, the abstract
machine can be effectuated in other things besides faces, but not in any
order, and not without the necessary foundation (raisons).

The face has been a major concern of American psychology, in particu-
lar the relation between the mother and the child through eye-to-eye con-
tact. Four-eye machine? Let us recall certain stages in the research: (1)
Isakower’s studies on falling asleep, in which so-called proprioceptive sen-
sations of a manual, buccal, cutaneous, or even vaguely visual nature recall
the infantile mouth-breast relation. (2) Lewin’s discovery of a white screen
of the dream, which is ordinarily covered by visual contents but remains
white when the only dream contents are proprioceptive sensations (this
screen or white wall, once again, is the breast as it approaches, getting
larger and then pressing flat). (3) Spitz’s interpretation according to which
the white screen, rather than being a representation of the breast itself as an
object of tactile sensation or contact, is a visual percept implying a mini-
mum of distance and upon which the mother’s face appears for the child to
use as a guide in finding the breast. Thus there is acombination oftwo very
different kinds of elements: manual, buccal, or cutaneous proprioceptive
sensations; and the visual perception of the face seen from the front against
the white screen, with the shape of the eyes drawn in for black holes. This
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visual perception very quickly assumes decisive importance for the act of
eating, in relation to the breast as a volume and the mouth as a cavity, both
experienced through touch.*

We can now propose the following distinction: the face is part of a
surface-holes, holey surface, system. This system should under no cir-
cumstances be confused with the volume-cavity system proper to the
(proprioceptive) body. The head is included in the body, but the face is not.
The face is a surface: facialtraits, lines, wrinkles; long face, square face, tri-
angular face; the face is a map, even when it is applied to and wraps a vol-
ume, even when it surrounds and borders cavities that are now no more
than holes. The head, even the human head, is not necessarily a face. The
face is produced only when the head ceases to be a part of the body, when it
ceases to be coded by the body, when it ceases to have a multidimensional,
polyvocal corporeal code—when the body, head included, has been
decoded and has to be overcoded by something we shall call the Face. This
amounts to saying that the head, all the volume-cavity elements of the
head, haveto befacialized. Whataccomplishesthisis the screen with holes,
the white wall/black hole, the abstract machine producing faciality. But the
operation does not end there:if the head and itselementsare facialized, the
entirebodyalso can be facialized, comes to be facialized as part of aninevi-
tableprocess. When the mouth and nose, but first the eyes, become a holey
surface, all the other volumes and cavities of the body follow. An operation
worthy of Doctor Moreau: horrible and magnificent. Hand, breast, stom-
ach, penis and vagina, thigh, leg and foot, all come to be facialized. Fetish-
ism, erotomania, etc., are inseparable from these processes of facializa-
tion. It is not at all a question of taking a part of the body and making it
resemble a face, or making a dream-face dance in a cloud. No anthropo-
morphism here. Facialization operates not by resemblance but by an order
of reasons. It is a much more unconscious and machinic operation that
draws the entire body across the holey surface, and in which the role of the
face is not as a model or image, but as an overcoding of all of the decoded
parts. Everything remains sexual; there is no sublimation, but there are
new coordinates. It is precisely because the face depends on an abstract
machine that it is not content to cover the head, but touches all other parts of
the body, and even, if necessary, other objects without resemblance. The
question then becomes what circumstances trigger the machine that pro-
duces the face and facialization. Although the head, even the human head,
is not necessarily a face, the face is produced in humanity. But it is pro-
duced by anecessitythat does not apply to human beings “in general.” The
face is not animal, but neither is it human in general; there is even some-
thing absolutely inhumanabout the face. It would be an error to proceed as
though the face became inhuman only beyond a certain threshold: close-
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up, extreme magnification, recondite expression, etc. The inhuman in
human beings: that is what the face is from the start. It is by nature a close-
up, with its inanimate white surfaces, its shining black holes, its emptiness
and boredom. Bunker-face. To the point that if human beings have a des-
tiny, it israther to escape the face, to dismantle the face and facializations,
to become imperceptible, to become clandestine, not by returning to
animality, nor even by returning to the head, but by quite spiritual and spe-
cial becomings-animal, by strange true becomings that get past the wall and
get out of the black holes, that make faciality traits themselves finally elude
the organization of the face—freckles dashingtoward the horizon, hair car-
ried of fby the wind, eyes you traverse instead of seeing yourselfin or gazing
into in those glum face-to-face encounters between signifying subjectivi-
ties. “I no longer look into the eyes of the woman I hold in my arms but I
swim through, head and arms and legs, and I see that behind the sockets of
the eyes there is a region unexplored, the world of futurity, and here there is
no logic whatsoever. . . .  have broken the wall. . . . My eyes are useless, for
they render back only the image of the known. My whole body must be-
come a constant beam of light, moving with an ever greater rapidity, never
arrested, never looking back, never dwindling. . .. Therefore I close my
ears, my eyes, my mouth.”s BwO. Yes, the face has agreat future, but only if
itis destroyed, dismantled. On the road to the asignifying and asubjective.
But so far we have explained nothing of what we sense.

The move from the body-head system to the face system has nothingto
do with an evolution or genetic stages. Nor with phenomenological posi-
tions. Norwith integrations of part-objects, or structural or structuring sys-
tems. Nor can there be any appeal to a preexisting subject, or one brought
into existence, except by this machine specific to faciality. In the literature
of the face, Sartre’s text on the look and Lacan’s on the mirror make the
error of appealing to a form of subjectivity or humanity reflected in a
phenomenological field or split in a structural field. The gaze is but secon-
daryinrelation to the gazeless eyes, to the black hole of faciality. The mirror
is but secondary in relation to the white wall of faciality. Neither will we
speak of a genetic axis, or the integration of part-objects. Any approach
based on stages in ontogenesis is arbitrary: it is thought that what is fastest
is primary, or even serves as a foundation or springboard for what comes
next. An approach based on part-objects is even worse; it is the approach of
a demented experimenter who flays, slices, and anatomizes everything in
sight, and then proceeds to sew things randomly back together again. You
can make any list of part-objects you want: hand, breast, mouth, eyes. ..
It’s still Frankenstein. What we need to consider is not fundamentally
organs without bodies, or the fragmented body; it is the body without
organs, animated by various intensive movements that determine the
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nature and emplacement of the organs in question and make that body an
organism, or even a system of strata of which the organism is only a part. It
becomes apparent that the slowest of movements, or the last to occur or
arrive, is not the least intense. And the fastest may already have converged
with it, connected with it, in the disequilibrium of a nonsynchronic devel-
opment of strata that have different speeds and lack a sequence of stages
but are nevertheless simultaneous. The question of the body is not one of
part-objects but of differential speeds.

These movements are movements of deterritorialization. Theyare what
“make” the body an animal or human organism. For example, the prehen-
silehand implies a relative deterritorialization not only of the front paw but
also of the locomotor hand. It has a correlate, the use-object or tool: the
club is a deterritorialized branch. The breast of the woman, with her up-
right posture, indicates a deterritorialization of the animal’s mammary
gland; the mouth of the child, adorned with lips by an outfolding of the
mucous membranes, marks a deterritorialization of the snout and mouth
of the animal. Lips-breast: each serves as a correlate of the other.® The
human head implies a deterritorialization in relation to the animal and has
asits correlate the organization of aworld, in other words, a milieu that has
itself been deterritorialized (the steppe is the first “world,” in contrast to
the forest milieu). But the face represents a far more intense, if slower,
deterritorialization. We could say that it is an absolute deterritorialization:
itis no longerrelative because it removes the head from the stratum of the
organism, human or animal, and connects it to other strata, such as signi-
fiance and subjectification. Now the face has a correlate of great impor-
tance: the landscape, which is not just a milieu but a deterritorialized
world. There are a number of face-landscape correlations, on this “higher”
level. Christian education exerts spiritual control over both faciality and
landscapity (paysageité). Compose them both, color them in, complete
them, arrange them according to a complementarity linking landscapes to
faces.” Face and landscape manuals formed a pedagogy, a strict discipline,
and were an inspiration to the arts as much as the arts were an inspiration
to them. Architecture positions its ensembles—houses, towns or cities,
monuments or factories—to function like faces in the landscape they
transform. Painting takes up the same movement but also reverses it, posi-
tioning a landscape as a face, treating one like the other: “treatise on the
face and the landscape.” The close-up in film treats the face primarily as a
landscape; that is the definition of film, black hole and white wall, screen
and camera. But the same goes for the earlier arts, architecture, painting,
even the novel: close-ups animate and invent all of their correlations. So, is
your mother alandscape or a face? A face or a factory? (Godard.) All faces
envelop an unknown, unexplored landscape; all landscapes are populated
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by aloved or dreamed-offace, develop a face to come or already past. What
face has not called upon the landscapes it amalgamated, sea and hill; what
landscape has not evoked the face that would have completed it, providing
an unexpected complement for its lines and traits? Even when painting
becomes abstract, all it does is rediscover the black hole and white wall, the
great composition of the white canvas and black slash. Tearing, but also
stretching of the canvas along an axis of escape (fuite), at a vanishing point
(point de fuite), alonga diagonal, by a knife slice, slash, or hole: the machine
is already in place that always functions to produce faces and landscapes,
however abstract. Titian began his paintings in black and white, not to
make outlines to fill in, but as the matrix for each of the colors to come.
The novel—A flock of geese flew which the snow had dazzled. [Perceval]
saw them and heard them, for they were going away noisily because of a fal-
con which came drawing afier them at a great rate until he found abandoned
one separated from the flock, and he struck it so and bruised it that he
knockeditdowntoearth.. .. When Perceval saw the trampled snow on which
thegoosehad lain, and the blood which appeared around, he leaned upon his
lance and looked at that image, for the blood and the snow together seemed
to him like the fresh color which was on the face of his friend, and he thinks
until he forgets himself: for the vermilion seated on white was on her face just
the same as these three drops of blood on the white snow. . . . We have seen a
knight who is dozing on his charger. Everything is there: the redundancy
specific to the face and landscape, the snowy white wall of the landscape-
face, the black hole of the falcon and the three drops distributed on the wall;
and, simultaneously, the silvery line of the landscape-face spinning toward
the black hole of the knight deep in catatonia. Cannot the knight, at certain
times and under certain conditions, push the movement further still, cross-
ing the black hole, breaking through the white wall, dismantling the face—
even if the attempt may backfire?8 All of this is in no way characteristic of
the genre of the novel only at the end of its history; it is there from the
beginning, it is an essential part of the genre. It is false to see Don Quixote
as the end of the chivalric novel, invoking the hero’s hallucinations, hare-
brained ideas, and hypnotic or cataleptic states. It is false to see novels such
as Beckett’s as the end of the novel in general, invoking the black holes, the
characters’ line of deterritorialization, the schizophrenic promenades of
Molloy or the Unnameable, their loss of their names, memory, or purpose.
The novel does have an evolution, but that is surely not it. The novel has
always been defined by the adventure of lost characters who no longer
knowtheirname, whatthey arelooking for, or what they are doing, amnesi-
acs, ataxics, catatonics. They differentiate the genre of the novel from the
genres of epic or drama (when the dramatic or epic hero is stricken with
folly or forgetting, etc., it is in an entirely different way). La princesse de
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Cleves is a novel precisely by virtue of what seemed paradoxical to the peo-
ple of the time: the states of absence or “rest,” the sleep that overtakes the
characters. There isalwaysa Christian education in the novel. Molloy is the
beginning of the genre of the novel. When the novel began, with Chrétien
de Troyes, for example, the essential character that would accompany it
over the entire course of its history was already there: The knight of the
novel of courtly love spends his time forgetting his name, what he is doing,
what people say to him, he doesn’t know where he is going or to whom he is
speaking, he is continually drawing a line of absolute deterritorialization,
but also losing his way, stopping, and falling into black holes. “He awaits
chivalry and adventure.” Open Chrétien de Troyes to any page and you will
find a catatonic knight seated on his steed, leaning on his lance, waiting,
seeing the face of his loved one in the landscape; you have to hit him to
make him respond. Lancelot, in the presence of the queen’s white face,
doesn’t notice his horse plunge into the river; or he getsinto a passing cart
and it turns out to be the cart of disgrace. There is a face-landscape aggre-
gate proper to the novel, in which black holes sometimes distribute them-
selves on a white wall, and the white line of the horizon sometimes spins
toward a black hole, or both simultaneously.

Theorems of Deterritorialization, or
Machinic Propositions?®

First theorem: One never deterritorializes alone; there are always at least
two terms, hand-use object, mouth-breast, face-landscape. And each of the
two terms reterritorializes on the other. Reterritorialization must not be
confused with a return to a primitive or older territoriality: it necessarily
implies a set of artifices by which one element, itself deterritorialized,
serves as a new territoriality for another, which has lost its territoriality as
well. Thus there is an entire system of horizontal and complementary reter-
ritorializations, between hand and tool, mouth and breast, face and land-
scape. Second theorem: The fastest of two elements or movements of
deterritorialization is not necessarily the most intense or most deterri-
torialized. Intensity of deterritorialization must not be confused with
speed of movement or development. The fastest can even connect its inten-
sity to the slowest, which, as an intensity, does not come after the fastest but
is simultaneously at work on a different stratum or plane (forexample, the
way the breast-mouth relation is guided from the start by a plane of
faciality). Third theorem: It can even be concluded from this that the /east
deterritorialized reterritorializes on the most deterritorialized. This is
where the second system of reterritorializations comes in, the vertical
system running from bottom to top. This is the sense in which not only
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the mouth but also the breast, hand, the entire body, even the tool, are
“facialized.” As a general rule, relative deterritorializations (transcoding)
reterritorialize on a deterritorialization that is in certain respects absolute
(overcoding). We have seen that the deterritorialization of the head into a
face is absolute but remains negative in that it passes from one stratum to
another, from the stratum of the organism to those of signifiance and
subjectification. The hand and breast reterritorialize on the face and in the
landscape: they are facialized at the same time as they are landscapified.
Even a use-object may come to be facialized: you might say that a house,
utensil, or object, an article of clothing, etc., is watching me, not because it
resembles a face, but because it is taken up in the white wall/black hole
process, because it connects to the abstract machine of facialization. The
close-up in film pertains as much to a knife, cup, clock, or kettle as to a face
or facial element, for example, Griffith’s “the kettle is watching me.” Is it
not fair to say, then, that there are close-ups in novels, as when Dickens
writes the opening line of The Cricket on the Hearth: “The kettle began
it...”,19 and in painting, when a utensil becomes a face-landscape from
within, or when a cup on a tablecloth or a teapot is facialized, in Bonnard,
Vuillard? Fourth theorem: The abstract machine is therefore effectuated
not only in the faces that produce it but also to varying degrees in body
parts, clothes, and objects that it facializes following an order of reasons
(rather than an organization of resemblances).

Yet the question remains: When does the abstract machine of faciality
enter into play? When is it triggered? Take some simple examples: the
maternal power operating through the face during nursing; the passional
power operating through the face of the loved one, even in caresses; the
political power operating through the face of the leader (streamers, icons,
and photographs), even in mass actions; the power of film operating
through the face of the star and the close-up; the power of television. It is
not the individuality of the face that counts but the efficacy of the cipher-
ing it makes possible, and in what cases it makes it possible. This is an affair
not of ideology but of economy and the organization of power (pouvoir).
Weare certainly not saying that the face, the power of the face (/a puissance
du visage), engenders and explains social power (pouvoir). Certain assem-
blages of power (pouvoir) require the production of a face, others do not. If
we consider primitive societies, wesee that there is very little that operates
through the face: their semiotic is nonsignifying, nonsubjective, essentially
collective, polyvocal, and corporeal, playing on very diverse forms and
substances. This polyvocality operates through bodies, their volumes,
their internal cavities, their variable exterior connections and coordinates
(territorialities). A fragment from a manual semiotic, a manual sequence,
may be coordinated, without subordination or unification, with an oral
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sequence, or a cutaneous one, or a rhythmic one, etc. Lizot, for example,
shows how “the dissociation of duty, ritual and daily life is almost total . . .
it is strange, inconceivable to us”: during mourning behavior, certain
people make obscene jokes while others cry; or an Indian abruptly stops
crying and begins to repair his flute; or everybody goes to sleep.!! The same
goes for incest. There is no incest prohibition; instead, there are sequences
of incest that connect with sequences of prohibition following specific
coordinates. Paintings, tattoos, or marks on the skin embrace the multidi-
mensionality of bodies. Even masks ensure the head’s belonging to the
body, rather than making it a face. Doubtless, there are profound move-
ments of deterritorialization that shake up the coordinates of the body and
outline particular assemblages of power; however, they connect the body
not to faciality but to becomings-animal, in particular with the help of
drugs. Of course, there is no less spirituality for that, for these becomings-
animal involve an animal Spirit—ajaguar-spirit, bird-spirit, ocelot-spirit,
toucan-spirit—that takes possession of the body’s interior, enters its
cavities, and fills its volumes instead of making a face for it. Possession
expresses a directrelation between Voices and the body rather than a rela-
tion to the face. Shaman, warrior, and hunter organizations of power, frag-
ile and precarious, are all the more spiritual by virtue of the fact that they
operate through corporeality, animality, and vegetality. When we said ear-
lier that the human head still belongs to the stratum of the organism, we
obviously were not denying the existence of culture and society among
these peoples; we were merely saying that these cultures’ and societies’
codespertain to bodies, to the belonging of heads to bodies, to the ability of
the body-head system to become and receive souls, and to receive them as
friends while repulsing enemy souls. “Primitives” may have the most
human of heads, the most beautiful and most spiritual, but they have no
face and need none.

Thereasonis simple. The face isnot auniversal. [tis not even that of the
white man; it is White Man himself, with his broad white cheeks and the
black hole of his eyes. The face is Christ. The face is the typical European,
what Ezra Pound called the average sensual man, in short, the ordinary
everyday Erotomaniac (nineteenth-century psychiatrists were right to say
that erotomania, unlike nymphomania, often remains pure and chaste;
this is because it operates through the face and facialization). Not a univer-
sal, but facies totius universi. Jesus Christ superstar: he invented the
facialization of the entire body and spread it everywhere (the Passion of
Joan of Argc, in close-up). Thus the face is by nature an entirely specific
idea, which did not preclude its acquiring and exercising the most general
of functions: the function of biunivocalization, or binarization. It has two
aspects: the abstract machine of faciality, insofar as it is composed by a
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black hole/white wall system, functions in two ways, one of which concerns
the units or elements, the other the choices. Under the first aspect, the
black hole acts as a central computer, Christ, the third eye that moves
across the wall or the white screen serving as general surface of reference.
Regardless of the content one gives it, the machine constitutes a facial unit,
an elementary face in biunivocal relation with another: it is a man or a
woman, arich person or a poor one, an adult or a child, a leader or a subject,
“anx oray.” The movement of the black hole across the screen, the trajec-
tory of the third eye over the surface of reference, constitutes so many
dichotomies or arborescences, like four-eye machines made of elementary
faces linked togethertwo by two. The face of a teacher and a student, father
and son, worker and boss, cop and citizen, accused and judge (“the judge
had a stern expression, his eyes were horizonless . . .”): concrete individu-
alized faces are produced and transformed on the basis of these units, these
combinationsofunits—Ilike the face of a rich child in which a military call-
ing is already discernible, that West Point chin. You don’t so much have a
face as slide into one.

Under the second aspect, the abstract machine of faciality assumes a
role of selective response, or choice: given a concrete face, the machine
judges whether it passes or not, whether it goes or not, on the basis of the
elementary facial units. This time, the binary relation is of the “yes-no”
type. The empty eye or black hole absorbs or rejects, like a half-doddering
despot who can still give a signal of acquiescence or refusal. The face of a
given teacher is contorted by tics and bathed in an anxiety that makes it “no
g0.” A defendant, a subject, displays an overaffected submission that turns
into insolence. Or someoneistoo polite to be honest. A given face is neither
aman’s nor a woman'’s. Or it is neither a poor person’s nor a rich person’s.
Is it someone who lost his fortune? At every moment, the machine rejects
faces that do not conform, or seem suspicious. But only at a given level of
choice. For it is necessary to produce successive divergence-types of devi-
ance for everything that eludes biunivocal relationships, and to establish
binary relations between what is accepted on first choice and what is only
tolerated on second, third choice, etc. The white wall is always expanding,
and the black hole functions repeatedly. The teacher has gone mad, but
madness is a face conforming to the nth choice (not the last, however, since
there are mad faces that do not conform to what one assumes madness
should be). A ha! It’s not a man and it’s not a woman, so it must be a trans-
vestite: The binary relation is between the “no” of the first category and the
“yes” of the following category, which under certain conditions may just as
easily mark a tolerance asindicate an enemy to be mowed down at all costs.
At any rate, you've been recognized, the abstract machine has you
inscribed in its overall grid. It is clear that in its new role as deviance
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detector, the faciality machine does not restrict itself to individual cases
but operates in just as general a fashion as it did in its first role, the compu-
tation of normalities. If the face is in fact Christ, in other words, your aver-
age ordinary White Man, then the first deviances, the first divergence-
types, are racial: yellow man, black man, men in the second or third
category. They are also inscribed on the wall, distributed by the hole. They
must be Christianized, in other words, facialized. European racism as the
white man’s claim has never operated by exclusion, or by the designation
of someone as Other: it is instead in primitive societies that the stranger is
grasped as an “other.”'2 Racism operates by the determination of degrees
of deviance in relation to the White-Man face, which endeavors to inte-
grate nonconforming traits into increasingly eccentric and backward
waves, sometimes tolerating them at given places under given conditions,
in a given ghetto, sometimes erasing them from the wall, which never
abides alterity (it’s aJew, it’s an Arab, it’s a Negro, it’s a lunatic . . .). From
the viewpoint of racism, there is no exterior, there are no people on the out-
side. There are only people who should be like us and whose crime it is not
to be. The dividing line is not between inside and outside but rather is
internal to simultaneous signifying chains and successive subjective
choices. Racism never detects the particles of the other; it propagates
waves of sameness until those who resist identification have been wiped
out (or those who onlyallowthemselves to be identified at a given degree of
divergence). Its cruelty is equaled only by its incompetence and naiveté.
On the brighter side, painting has exploited all the resources of the
Christ-face. Painting has taken the abstract white wall/black hole machine
of faciality in all directions, using the face of Christ to produce every kind
of facial unit and every degree of deviance. In this respect, there is an
exultation in the painting of the Middle Ages to the Renaissance, like an
unbridled freedom. Not only did Christ preside over the facialization of
the entire body (his own) and the landscapification of all milieus (his own),
but he composed all of the elementary faces and had every divergenceat his
disposal: Christ-athlete at the fair, Christ-Mannerist queer, Christ-Negro,
or at least a Black Virgin at the edge of the wall. The most prodigious
strokes of madness appear on canvas under the auspices of the Catholic
code. A single example chosen from many [Giotto, T he Life of St. Francis,
scene XII, The Transfiguration—Trans.]: against the white background of
the landscape and the black-blue hole of the sky, the crucified Christ-
turned-kite-machine sends stigmata to Saint Francis by rays; the stigmata
effect the facialization of the body of the saint, in the image of the body of
Christ; but the rays carrying the stigmata to the saint are also the strings
Francis uses to pull the divine kite. It was under the sign of the cross
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that people learned to steer the face and processes of facialization in all
directions.

Information theory takes as its point of departure a homogeneous set of
ready-made signifying messages that are already functioning as elements
in biunivocal relationships, or the elements of which are biunivocally
organized between messages. Second, the picking of a combination
dependson a certain number of subjective binary choicesthat increase pro-
portionally to the number of elements. But the problem is that all of this
biunivocalization and binarization (which is not just the result of an
increase in calculating skills, as some say) assumes the deployment of a wall
or screen, the installation of a central computing hole without which no
message would be discernible and no choice could be implemented. The
black hole/white wall system must already have gridded all of space and
outlined its arborescences or dichotomies for those of signifier and
subjectification even to be conceivable. The mixed semiotic of signifiance
and subjectification has an exceptional need to be protected from any
intrusion from the outside. In fact, there must not be any exterior: no
nomad machine, no primitive polyvocality must spring up, with their com-
binations of heterogeneous substances of expression. Translatability of
any kind requires a single substance of expression. One can constitute sig-
nifying chains operating with deterritorialized, digitalized, discrete ele-
ments only if there is a semiological screen available, a wall to protect
them. One can make subjective choices between two chains or at each point
in a chain only if no outside tempest sweeps away the chains and subjects.
One can form a web of subjectivities only if one possesses a central eye, a
black hole capturing everything that would exceed or transform either the
assigned affects or the dominant significations. Moreover, it is absurd to
believe that language as such can convey a message. A language is always
embedded in the faces that announce its statements and ballast them in
relation to the signifiers in progress and subjects concerned. Choices are
guided by faces, elements are organized around faces: a common grammar
is never separable from a facial education. The face is a veritable mega-
phone. Thus not only must the abstract machine of faciality provide a pro-
tective screen and a computing black hole; in addition, the faces it
produces draw all kinds of arborescences and dichotomies without which
the signifying and the subjective would not be able to make the arbor-
escences and dichotomies function that fall within their purview in lan-
guage. Doubtless, the binarities and biunivocalities of the face are not the
same as those of language, of its elements and subjects. There is no resem-
blance between them. But the former subtend the latter. When the faciality
machine translates formed contents of whatever kind into a single sub-
stance of expression, it already subjugates them to the exclusive form of
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signifying and subjective expression. It carries out the prior gridding that
makes it possible for the signifying elements to become discernible, and for
the subjective choices to be implemented. The faciality machine is not an
annex to the signifier and the subject; rather, it is subjacent (connexe) to
them and is their condition of possibility. Facial biunivocalities and bina-
rities double the others; facial redundancies are in redundancy with signi-
fying and subjective redundancies. It is precisely because the face depends
on an abstract machine that it does not assume a preexistent subject or
signifier; but it is subjacent to them and provides the substance necessary
to them. What chooses the faces is not a subject, as in the Szondi test; it is
faces that choose their subjects. What interprets the black blotch/white
hole figure, or the white page/black hole, is not a signifier, as in the Ror-
schach test; it is that figure which programs the signifiers.

We have made some progress toward answering the question of what
triggers the abstract machine of faciality, for it is not in operation all the
time or in just any social formation. Certain social formations need face,
and also landscape.!3 There is a whole history behind it. At very different
dates, there occurred a generalized collapse of all of the heterogeneous,
polyvocal, primitive semiotics in favor of a semiotic of signifiance and
subjectification. Whatever the differences between signifiance and subjec-
tification, whichever prevails over the other in this case or that, whatever
the varying figures assumed by their de facto mixtures—they have it in
common to crush all polyvocality, set up language as a form of exclusive
expression, and operate by signifying biunivocalization and subjective
binarization. The superlinearity proper to language is no longer coordi-
nated with multidimensional figures: it now flattens out all volumes and
subordinates all lines. Is it by chance that linguistics always, and very
quickly, encounters the problem of homonymy, or ambiguous statements
that it then subjects to a set of binary reductions? More generally, linguis-
tics cantoleratenopolyvocality or rhizome traits: a child who runs around,
plays, dances, and draws cannot concentrate attention on language and
writing, and will never be a good subject. In short, the new semiotic needs
systematically to destroy the whole range of primitive semiotic systems,
even if it retains some of their debris in well-defined enclosures.

However, there is more to the picture than semiotic systems waging war
on one another armed only with their own weapons. Very specific assem-
blages of power impose signifiance and subjectification as their determinate
form of expression, in reciprocal presupposition with new contents: there
is no signifiance without a despotic assemblage, no subjectification with-
out an authoritarian assemblage, and no mixture between the two without
assemblages of power that act through signifiers and act upon souls and
subjects. It is these assemblages, these despotic or authoritarian forma-
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tions, that give the new semiotic system the means of its imperialism, in
other words, the means both to crush the other semiotics and protect itself
against any threat from outside. A concerted effort is made to do away with
the body and corporeal coordinates through which the multidimensional
or polyvocal semiotics operated. Bodies are disciplined, corporeality dis-
mantled, becomings-animal hounded out, deterritorialization pushedto a
new threshold—a jump is made from the organic strata to the strata of
signifiance and subjectification. A single substance of expression is pro-
duced. The white wall/black hole system is constructed, or rather the
abstract machine is triggered that must allow and ensure the almightiness
of the signifier as well as the autonomy of the subject. You will be pinned to
the white wall and stuffed in the black hole. This machine is called the
faciality machine because it is the social production of face, because it per-
forms the facialization of the entire body and all its surroundings and
objects, and the landscapification of all worlds and milieus. The deter-
ritorialization of the body implies a reterritorialization on the face; the
decoding of the body implies an overcoding by the face; the collapse of cor-
poreal coordinates or milieus implies the constitution of a landscape. The
semiotic of the signifier and the subjective never operates through bodies.
It isabsurdto claim to relate the signifier to the body. At anyrate it can be
related only to a body that has already been entirely facialized. The differ-
ence between our uniforms and clothes and primitive paintings and garb is
that the former effect a facialization of the body, with buttons for black
holes against the white wall of the material. Even the mask assumes a new
function here, the exact opposite of its old one. For there is no unitaryfunc-
tion of the mask, except a negative one (in no case does the mask serve to
dissimulate, to hide, even while showing or revealing). Either the mask
assures the head’s belonging to the body, its becoming-animal, as was the
case in primitive societies. Or, as is the case now, the mask assures the erec-
tion, the construction of the face, the facialization of the head and the
body: the mask is now the face itself, the abstraction or operation of the
face. The inhumanity of the face. Never does the face assume a prior
signifier or subject. The order is totally different: despotic and authoritar-
ian concrete assemblage of power — triggering of the abstract machine of
faciality, white wall/black hole — installation of the new semiotic of
signifiance and subjectification on that holey surface. That is why we have
been addressing just two problems exclusively: the relation of the face to
the abstract machine that produces it, and the relation of the face to the
assemblages of power that require that social production. The face is a
politics.

Of course, wehave already seen that signifiance and subjectification are
semiotic systems that are entirely distinct in their principles and have
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different regimes (circular irradiation versus segmentary linearity) and
different apparatuses of power (despotic generalized slavery versus author-
itarian contract-proceeding). Neither begins with Christ, or the White
Man as Christian universal: there are Indian, African, and Asiatic despotic
formations of signifiance; the authoritarian process of subjectification
appears most purely in the destiny of the Jewish people. But however dif-
ferent these semiotics are, they still form a de facto mix, and itis at the level
of this mixture that they assert their imperialism, in other words, their
common endeavor to crush all other semiotics. There is no signifiance that
does not harbor the seeds of subjectivity; there is no subjectification that
does not drag with it remnants of signifier. If the signifier bounces aboveall
off awall, if subjectivity spinsaboveall toward a hole, then we mustsaythat
the wall of the signifieralready includes holes and the black hole of subjec-
tivity already carries scraps of wall. The mix, therefore, has a solid founda-
tion in the indissociable white wall/black hole machine, and the two
semiotics intermingle through intersection, splicing, and the plugging of
one into the other, as with the “Hebrew and the Pharaoh.” But there is more
because the nature of the mixtures may vary greatly. If it is possible to
assign the faciality machine a date—the year zero of Christ and the histori-
cal development of the White Man—it is because that is when the mixture
ceased to be a splicing or an intertwining, becoming a total interpene-
tration in which each element suffuses the other like drops of red-black
wine in white water. Our semiotic of modern White Men, the semiotic of
capitalism, has attained this state of mixture in which signifiance and
subjectification effectively interpenetrate. Thus it is in this semiotic that
faciality, or the white wall/black hole system, assumes its full scope. We
must, however, assess the states of mixture and the varying proportions of
the elements. Whether in the Christian or pre-Christian state, one element
may dominate another, one may be more or less powerful than the other.
We are thus led to define /imit-faces, which are different from both the
facial units and the degrees of facial divergence previously defined.

1. Theblackholeis onthewhitewall. Itisnot aunit, since the black hole
is in constant movement on the wall and operates by binarization. Two
black holes, four black holes, # black holes distribute themselves like eyes.
Facialityis always a multiplicity. The landscape will be populated with eyes
orblack holes, as in an Ernst painting, or adrawing by Aloise or Wolfli. Cir-
cles are drawn around a hole on the white wall; an eye can be placed in each
of the circles. We can even propose the following law: the more circles there
are around a hole, the more the bordering effect acts to increase the surface
over which the hole slides and to give that surface a force of capture. Per-
haps the purest case is to be found in popular Ethiopian scrolls represent-
ing demons: on the white surface of the parchment, two black holes are
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drawn, or an outline of round or rectangular faces; but the black holes
spread and reproduce, they enter into redundancy, and each time a secon-
dary circle is drawn, a new black hole is constituted, an eye is put init.!4 An
effect of capturing a surface that becomes more enclosed the more it
expands. This is the signifying despotic face and the multiplication proper
to it, its proliferation, its redundancy of frequency. A multiplication of
eyes. The despot or his representatives are everywhere. This is the face as
seen from the front, by a subject who does not so much see as get snapped
up by black holes. This is a figure of destiny, terrestrial destiny, objective
signifying destiny. The close-up in film knows this figure well: the Griffith
close-up of a face, an element of a face or a facialized object, which then
assumes an anticipatory temporal value (the hands of the clock fore-
shadow something).

© &

Simple machine

With multiple
bordering effects

Proliferation of Eyes By Multiplication of Border

Terrestrial Signifying Despotic Face

2. Now, on the contrary, the white wall has unraveled, becoming a silver
thread moving toward the black hole. One black hole “crests” all the other
black holes, all of the eyes and faces, while the landscape becomes a thread
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whose far end coils around the hole. It is still a multiplicity but constitutes a
different figure of destiny: reflexive, passional, subjective destiny. It is the
maritime face or landscape: it follows the line separating the sky from the
waters, or the land from the waters. Thisauthoritarian face is in profile and
spins toward the black hole. Or else there are two faces facing each other,
but in profile to the observer, and their union is already marked by a limit-
less separation. Or else the faces turn away from each other, swept away by
betrayal. Tristan, Isolde, Isolde, Tristan, in the boat carrying them to the
black hole of betrayal and death. A faciality of consciousness and passion, a
redundancy of resonance and coupling. This time, the effect of the close-up
is no longer to expand a surface while simultaneously closing it off; its only
function is to have an anticipatory temporal value. It marks the origin of a
scale of intensity, or is part of that scale; the closer the faces get to the black
hole as termination point, the more the close-up heats the line they follow.
Eisenstein’s close-ups versus Griffith’s (the intensive heightening of
shame, or anger, in the close-ups in Potemkin).!s> Here again, it is clear that
any combination is possible between the two limit-figures of the face. In
Pabst’s Lulu, the despotic face of the fallen Lulu is associated with the
image of a bread knife, which has the anticipatory value of foreshadowing
the murder; but the authoritarian face of Jack the Ripper also ascends a
whole scale of intensities leading to the knife and Lulu’s murder.

More generally, we may note characteristics common to the two limit-
figures. First, although the white wall, the broad cheeks, is the substantial
element of the signifier, and the black hole the reflexive element of subjec-
tivity, they always go together. But in one of two modes: either the black
holes distribute themselves and multiply on the white wall, or the wall,
reduced to its crest or horizon thread, hurtles toward a black hole that
crests them all. There is no wall without black holes, and no black hole
without a wall. Second, in both cases the black hole is necessarily sur-
rounded by a border, or even bordered more than once: the effect of this
borderiseithertoexpand the surface of thewallor to intensify theline. The
black hole is never in the eyes (pupil); it is always inside the border, and the
eyes are always inside the hole: dead eyes, which see all the better for being
in a black hole.'¢ These common characteristics do not preclude the exis-
tence of a limit-difference between the two figures of the face, and propor-
tions according to which first one then the other dominates in the mixed
semiotic. The terrestrial signifying despotic face, the maritime subjective
passional authoritarian face (the desert can also be a sea of land). Two fig-
ures of destiny, two states of the faciality machine. Jean Paris has clearly
shown how these poles operate in painting, the pole of the despotic Christ
and that of the passional Christ: on the one hand, the face of Christ seen
from the front, as in a Byzantine mosaic, with the black hole of the eyes
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against a gold background, all depth projected forward; and on the other
hand, faces that cross glances and turned away from each other, seen half-
turned or in profile, as in a quattrocento painting, their sidelong glances
drawing multiple lines, integrating depth into the painting itself (arbitrary
examples of transition and mixture can be cited, such a Duccio’s Calling
of Saint Peter and Saint Andrew, against the background of an aquatic land-
scape; the second formula has already overtaken Christ and the first fisher-
man, while the second fisherman remains within the Byzantine code).!”
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Maritime Subjective Authoritarian Face (after Tristan and Isolde)

Swann’s Love: Proust was able to make the face, landscape, painting,
music, etc., resonate together. Three moments in the story of Swann and
Odette. First, a whole signifying mechanism is set up. The face of Odette
with her broad white or yellow cheeks, and her eyes as black hoes. But this
face continually refers back to other things, also arrayed on the wall. That is
Swann’s aetheticism, his amateurism: a thing must always recall some-
thing else, in a network of interpretations under the sign of the signifier.
A face refers back to a landscape. A face must “recall” a painting, or a
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fragment of a painting. A piece of music must let fall a little phrase that
connects with Odette’s face, to the point that the little phrase becomes only
a signal. The white wall becomes populous, the black holes are arrayed.
This entire mechanism of signifiance, with its referral of interpretations,
prepares the way for the second, passional subjective, moment, during
which Swann’s jealousy, querulous delusion, and erotomania develop.
Now Odette’s face races down a line hurtling toward a single black hole,
that of Swann’s Passion. The other lines, of landscapity, picturality, and
musicality, also rush toward this catatonic hole and coil around it, border-
ing it several times.

But in the third moment, at the end of his long passion, Swannattends a
reception where he sees the faces of the servants and guests disaggregate
into autonomous aesthetic traits, as if the line of picturality regained its
independence, both beyond the wall and outside the black hole. Then
Vinteuil’s little phrase regains its transcendence and renews its connection
with a still more intense, asignifying, and asubjective line of pure musi-
cality. And Swann knows that he nolonger loves Odette and, above all, that
Odette will never again love him.

Was this salvation through art necessary? For neither Swann nor Proust
was saved. Was it necessary to break through the wall and out of the hole in
this way, by renouncing love? Was not that love rotten from the start, made
of signifiance and jealousy? Wasit possible to do anything else, considering
Odette’s mediocrity and Swann’s aestheticism? In a way, the madeleine is
the same story. The narrator munches his madeleine: redundancy, the
black hole of involuntary memory. How can he get out of that? And it is,
aboveall, something one has to get out of, escape from. Proust knows that
quite well, even if his commentators do not. But the way he gets out is
through art, uniquely through art.

How do you get out of the black hole? How do you break through the
wall? How do you dismantle the face? Whatever genius there may be in the
French novel, that is not its affair. It is too concerned with measuring the
wall, or even with building it, with plumbing the depths of black holes and
composing faces. The French novel is profoundly pessimistic and idealis-
tic, “critical of life rather than creative of life.” It stuffs its characters down
the hole and bounces them off the wall. It can only conceive of organized
voyages, and of salvation only through art, a still Catholic salvation, in
other words, salvation through eternity. It spends its time plotting points
instead of drawing lines, active lines of flight or of positive deterritori-
alization. The Anglo-American novel is totally different. “To get away. To
get away, out! . . . To cross a horizon . . .”!8 From Hardy to Lawrence, from
Melvilleto Miller, the same cryrings out: Go across, get out, break through,
make a beeline, don’t get stuck on a point. Find the line of separation, fol-
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low it or create it, to the point of treachery. That is why their relationship to
other civilizations, to the Orient or South America, and also to drugs and
voyages in place, is entirely different from that of the French. They know
how difficult it is to get out of the black hole of subjectivity, of conscious-
ness and memory, of the couple and conjugality. How tempting it is to let
yourself get caught, to lull yourself into it, to latch back onto a face. “[Being]
locked away in the black hole. .. gave her a molten copperish glow, the
words coming out of her mouth like lava, her flesh clutching ravenously for
a hold, a perch on something solid and substantial, something in which to
reintegrate and repose for a few moments. . . . At first I mistook it for pas-
sion, for ecstasy.... I thought I had found a living volcano, a female
Vesuvius. I never thought I had found a human ship going down in an
ocean of despair, in a Sargasso of impotence. Now I think of that black star
gleaming through the hole in the ceiling, that fixed star which hung above
our conjugal cell, more fixed, more remote than the Absolute, and I know it
was her, emptied of all that was properly herself: a dead black sun without
aspect.”!9 A copperish glow like the face at the bottom of a black hole. The
point isto get out of it, not in art, in other words, in spirit, butin life, in real
life. Don’t take away my power to love. These English and American authors
also know how hard it is to break through the wall of the signifier. Many
people have tried since Christ, beginning with Christ. But Christ himself
botched the crossing, the jump, he bounced off the wall. “As if by a great
recoil, this negative backwash rolled up and stayed his death. The whole
negative impulse of humanity seemed to coil up into a monstrous inert
mass to create the human integer, the figure one, one and indivisible”—the
Face.2° Cross the wall, the Chinese perhaps, but at what price? At the price
of a becoming-animal, a becoming-flower or rock,and beyond that a strange
becoming-imperceptible, a becoming-hard now one with loving.2t It is a
question of speed, even if the movement isin place. Is this also to dismantle
the face, or as Miller says, no longer to look at or into the eyes but to swim
through them, to close your own eyes and make your body a beam of light
moving at ever-increasing speed? Of course, this requires all the resources
of art, and art of the highest kind. It requires a whole line of writing,
picturality, musicality . . . Foritis through writing that you become animal,
it is through color that you become imperceptible, it is through music that
you become hard and memoryless, simultaneously animal and impercepti-
ble: in love. But art is never an end in itself; it is only a tool for blazing life
lines, in other words, all of those real becomings that are not produced only
in art, and all of those active escapes that do not consist in fleeing info art,
taking refuge in art, and all of those positive deterritorializations that
never reterritorialize on art, but instead sweep it away with them toward
the realms of the asignifying, asubjective, and faceless.
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Dismantling the face is no mean affair. Madness is a definite danger: Is it
by chance that schizos lose their sense of the face, their own and others’,
their sense of the landscape, and the sense of language and its dominant sig-
nifications all at the same time? The organization of the face is a strong
one. We could say that the face holds within its rectangle or circle a whole
set of traits, faciality traits, which it subsumes and places at the service of
signifiance and subjectification. What is a tic? It is precisely the continu-
ally refought battle between a faciality trait that tries to escape the sover-
eign organization of the face and the face itself, which clamps back down
on the trait, takes hold of it again, blocks its line of flight, and reimposes its
organization upon it. (There is a medical distinction between the clonic or
convulsive tic and the tonic or spasmodic tic; perhaps we cansaythatin the
first case the faciality trait that is trying to escape has the upper hand,
whereas in the second case the facial organization that is trying to clamp
back down or immobilize itself has the upper hand.) But if dismantling the
face is a major affair, it is because it is not simply a question of tics, or an
amateur’s or aesthete’s adventure. If the face is a politics, dismantling the
face is also a politics involving real becomings, an entire becoming-
clandestine. Dismantling the face is the same as breaking through the wall
of the signifier and getting out of the black hole of subjectivity. Here, the
program, the slogan, of schizoanalysis is: Find your black holes and white
walls, know them, know your faces; it is the only way you will be able to dis-
mantle them and draw your lines of flight.22

It is time once again to multiply practical warnings. First, it is never a
question of a return to ... It is not a question of “returning” to the
presignifying and presubjective semiotics of primitive peoples. We will
always be failures at playing African or Indian, even Chinese, and no voy-
age to the South Seas, however arduous, will allow us to cross the wall, get
out of the hole, orlose our face. We will never succeed in making ourselves a
new primitive head and body, human, spiritual, and faceless. It would only
be taking more photos and bouncing off the wall again. We will always find
ourselves reterritorialized again. O my little desert island, on youI am in
the Closerie des Lilasagain, O my deep ocean, you reflect the lake in the
Bois de Boulogne, O little phrase of Vinteuil, you recall a sweet moment.
These are Eastern physical and spiritual exercises, but for a couple, like a
conjugal bed tucked with a Chinese sheet: you did do your exercises today,
didn’t you? Lawrence has only one grudge against Melville: he knew better
than anyone how to get across the face, the eyes and horizon, the wall and
hole, but he mistook that crossing, that creative line, for an “impossible
return,” a return to the savages in Typee, for a way of staying an artist and
hating life, of maintaining a nostalgia for the Home Country. (“He ever
pined for Home and Mother, the two things he had run away from as far as
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ships would carry him. . . . Melville came home to face out the rest of his
life. . . . Herefused life. But he stuck to hisideal of perfect relationship, pos-
sibleperfectlove. . . . A truly perfect relationship is one inwhicheach party
leaves great tracts unknown in the other party. . . . Melville was, at the core,
amysticandanidealist.. . . And he stuck to hisideal guns. Iabandon mine.
I say, let the old guns rot. Get new ones, and shoot straight.”)??

We can’t turn back. Only neurotics, or, as Lawrence says, “renegades,”
deceivers, attempt a regression. The white wall of the signifier, the black
hole of subjectivity, and the facial machine are impasses, the measure of
our submissions and subjections; but weare bornintothem, and it is there
we must stand battle. Not in the sense of a necessary stage, but in the sense
of a tool for which a new use must be invented. Only across the wall of the
signifier can you run lines of asignifiance that void all memory, all return,
all possible signification and interpretation. Only in the black hole of
subjective consciousness and passion do you discover the transformed,
heated, captured particles you must relaunch for a nonsubjective, living
loveinwhicheachpartyconnectswithunknowntractsin the other without
entering or conquering them, in which the lines composed are broken lines.
Only onyour face and at the bottom of yourblack hole and upon your white
wall will you be able to set faciality traits free like birds, not in order to
return to a primitive head, but to invent the combinations by which those
traits connect withlandscapity traits that have themselves been freed from
the landscape and with traits of picturality and musicality that have also
been freed from their respective codes. With what joy the painters used the
face of Christ himself, taking it in every sense and direction; and it was not
simply the joy of a desire to paint, but the joy of all desires. Is it possible to
tell, when the knight of the courtly novel is in his catatonic state, whether
he is deep in his black hole or already astride the particles that will carry
him out of it to begin a new journey? Lawrence, who has been compared to
Lancelot, writes: “To be alone, mindless and memoryless beside thesea. . .
As alone and as absent and as present as an aboriginal dark on the sand in
the sun. . . Far off, far off, as if he had landed on another planet, as a man
might after death . . . Thelandscape?—he cared not a thing about the land-
scape. . . . Humanity?—there was none. 