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Memories of a Moviegoer. T recall the fine film Willard (1972, Daniel
Mann). A “B” movie perhaps, but a fine unpopular film: unpopular be-
cause the heroes are rats. My memory of it is not necessarily accurate. I will
recount the story in broad outline. Willard lives with his authoritarian
mother in the old family house. Dreadful Gedipal atmosphere. His mother
orders him to destroy alitterof rats. He spares one (or two or several). After
a violent argument, the mother, who “resembles” a dog, dies. The house is
coveted by a businessman, and Willard is in danger of losing it. He likes the
principal rat he saved, Ben, who proves to be of prodigious inteltigence.
There is also a white female rat, Ben’s companion. Willard spends all his
free time with them. They multiply. Willard takes the rat pack, led by Ben,
to the home of the businessman, who is put to a terrible death. But he fool-
ishly takes his two favorites to the office with him and has no choice but to
let the employees kill the white rat. Ben escapes, after throwing Willard a
long, hard glare. Willard then experiences a pause in his destiny, in his
becoming-rat. He tries with all his might to remain among humans. He
even responds to the advances of a young woman in the office who bears a
strong “resemblance” to a rai—but it is only aresemblance. One day when
he has invited the young woman over, all set to be conjugalized, reoedi-
palized, Ben suddenly reappears, full of hate. Willard tries to drive him
away, but succeeds only in driving away the young woman: he then is lured
10 ihe basement by Ben, where a pack of countless rats is waiting to tear him
to shreds. It is like a tale; it is never disturbing.

it is all there: there is a becoming-animal not content to proceed by
resemblance and for which resemblance, on the contrary, would represent
an obstacle or stoppage; the proliferation of rats, the pack, brings a
becoming-molecular that undermines the great molar powers of family,
career, and conjugality; there is a sinister choice since there is a “favorite”
in the pack with which a kind of contract of alliance, a hideous pact, is
made; there is the institution of an assemblage, a war machine or criminal
machine, which can reach the point of self-destruction; there is a circula-
tion of impersonal affects, an aiternate current that disrupts signifying
projects as well as subjective feelings, and constitutes a nonhuman sexual-
ity; and there is an irresistible deterritorialization that forestalls attempts
at professional, conjugal, or Oedipal reterritorialization. (Are there Oedi-
pal animals with which one can “play Qedipus,” play family, my little dog,
my little cat, and then other animals that by contrast draw us into an irre-
sistible becoming? Or another hypothesis: Can the same animal be taken
up by two opposing functions and movements, depending on the case?)

Memories of @ Naturalist. One of the main problems of natural history
was to conceptualize the relationships between animals. It is'very different
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in this respect from later evolutionism, which defined itself in terms of
gencaltogy, kinship, descent, and filiation. As we know, evolutionism would
arrive at the idea of an evolution that does not necessarily operate by
filiation. But it was unavoidable that it begin with the genealogical motif.
Darwin himself treats the evolutionist theme of kinship and the naturalist
theme of the sum and value of differences or resemblances as very separate
things: groups that are equally related can display highly variable degrees
of difference with respect to the ancestor. Precisely because natural history
is concerned primarily with the sum and value of differences, it can con-
ceive of progresstons and regressions, continuities and major breaks, but
not an evolution in the strict sense, in other words, the possibility of a
descent the degrees of modification of which depend on external condi-
tions. Natural history can think only in terms of relationships (between A
and B), not in terms of production (from A to x).

But something very important transpires at the level of relationships.
FFor natural history conceives of the relationships between animals in two
ways: sertes and structure. In the case of a series, I say @ resembles b, b
resembles ¢, etc.; all of these terms conform in varying degrees to a single,
eminent term, perfection, or quality as the principie behind the series. This
is exactly what the theologians used to call an analogy of proportion. In the
case of a structure, I say @ isto bas cis to 4, and each of these relationships
realizes after its fashion the perfection under consideration: gills are to
breathing under water as lungs are to breathing air; or the heart is to gills as
the absence of a heart isto tracheas [ininsects] . . . Thisis an analogy of pro-
portionality. In the first case, I have resemblances that differ from one
another in a single series, and between series. In the second case, I have dif-
ferences that resembie each other within a single structure, and between
structures. The first form of analogy passes for the most sensible and popu-
lar, and requires imagination; but the kind of imagination it requires is a
studious one that has to take branchings in the series into account, fili in
apparent ruptures, ward off faise resemblances and graduate the true ones,
and take both progressions and regressions or degraduations into account.
The second form of analogy is considered royal because it requires instead
all the resources of understanding (entendement), in order to define equiv-
alent relations by discovering, on the one hand, the independent variables
that can be combined to form a structure and, on the other hand, the corre-
lates that entail one ancther within each structure. As different as they are,
the two themes of series and structure have always coexisted in natural his-
tory; in appearance contradictory, in practice they have reached a more or
less stable compromise.' In the same way, the two figures of analogy coex-
isted in the minds of the theologians in various equilibriums. This is
because in both cases Nature is conceived as an enormous mimesis: either
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in the form of a chain of beings perpetually imitating one another, progres-
sively and regressively, and tending toward the divine higher term they all
imitate by graduated resemblance, as the model for and principle behind
the series; or in the form of a mirror Lmitation with nothing left to imitate
because it itseif is the model everything else imitates, this time by ordered
difference. (This mimetic or mimological vision is what made the idea of
an evolution- producnon possible at that moment.)

This problem is in no way behind us. Ideas do not die. Not that they
survive simply as archaisms. At a given moment they may reach a scien-
tific stage, and then lose that status or emigrate to other sciences. Their
application and status, even their form and content, may change; vetthey
retain something essential throughout the process, across the displace-
ment, in the distribution of a new domain. ideas are always reusabie,
because they have been usable before, but in the most varted of actual
modes. For, on the one hand, the relationships between animals are the
object not enly of science but also of dreams, symbolism, art and poetry,
practice and practical use. And on the other hand, the relationships
between animals are bound up with the relations between man and ani-
mal, man and woman, man and child, man and the elements, man and the
physical and microphysical universe. The twofold idea “series-structure”
crosses a scientific threshold at a certain moment; but it did not start
there and it does not stay there, or else crosses over into other sciences,
animating, for example, the human sciences, serving in the study of
dreams, myths, and organizations. The history of ideas should never be
continuous; it should be wary of resemblances, but also of descents or
filiations; it should be content to mark the thresholds through which an
idea passes, the journeys it takes that change its nature or object. Yet the
objective relationships between animals have been applied to certain sub-
jective relations between man and animal, from the standpeint of a col-
lective imagination or a faculty of social understanding,

Jung elaborated a theory of the Archetype as collective unconscious; it
assigns the animal a particularly important role in dreams, myths, and
human collectivities. The animal is inseparable from a series exhibiting the
double aspect of progression-regression, in which each term plays the role
of a possible transformer of the libido (metamorphosis). A whole approach
to the dream follows from this; given a troubling image, it becomes a ques-
tion of integrating it into its archetypal series. That series may include fem-
inine, masculine, or infantile sequences, as well as animal, vegetable, even
elementary or molecular sequences. In contrast to natural history, man is
now no Jonger the eminent term of the series; that term may be an ani-
mal for man, the lion, crab, bird of prey, or louse, in relation to a given act
or function, in accordance with a given demand of the unconscious.
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Bagheiard wrote a fine Jungian book when he elaborated the ramified
series of Lautréamont, taking into account the speed coefficient of the
metamorphoses and the degree of perfection of each term in relation to a
pure aggressiveness as the principle of the series: the serpent’s fang, the
horn of the rhinoceros, the dog’s tooth, the owl’s beak; and higher up, the
claw of the eagle or the vulture, the pincer of the crab, the legs of the louse,
the suckers of the octopus. Throughout Jung’s work a process of mimesis
brin_gs nature and culture together in its net, by means of analogies of pro-
portion in which the series and their terms, and above all the animals ocou-
pying a middle position, assure cycles of conversion nature-culture-nature:
archetypes as “analogical representations.”?

Is it by chance that structuralism so strongly denounced the prestige
accqrdcd the imagination, the establishment of resemblances in a series,
the imitation pervading the entive series and carrying it to its term, and

the identification with this final term? Nothing is more explicit than

Lévi-Strauss’s famous texts on totemism: transcend external resem-
blances to arrive at internal homologies? It is no longer a question of
insiituting a serial organization of the imaginary, but instead a symbolic
an_d structural order of understanding. It is no longer a question of gradu-
ating resemblances, ultimately arriving at an identification between Man
and Animal at the heart of a mystical participation. It is a question of
ordering differences to arrive at a correspondence of relations. The ani-
mal is distributed according to differential relations or distinctive oppo-
sitions between species; the same goes {or human beings, according to the
groups considered. When analyzing the institution of the totem, we do
00t say that this group of people identifies with that animal species. We
say that what group Aistogroup B, species A’is to species B'. This method
15 profqundly different from the preceding one: given two human groups,
each with its totem animal, we must discover the way in which the two
totems entextain relations analogous to those between the two groups—
the Crow is to the Falcon. ..

The method also applies to Man-child, man-woman relations, etc, If we
note, for example, that the warrior has a certain astonishing relation to the
young worman, we refrain from establishing an imaginary series tying the
two together; instead, we look for a term effecting an equivalence of rela-
tions. Thus Vernant can say that marriage is to the wornan what war is to
the man. The result is a homology between the virgin who refuses marriage
and the warrior who disguises himself as a wornan.* In short, symbolic
understanding replaces the analogy of proportion with an analogy of pro-
portionality; the serialization of resemblances with a structuration of dif-
ferences; the identification of terms with an equality of relations; the
metamorphoses of the imagination with conceptual metaphors; the great
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continuity between nature and culture with a deep rift distributing corre-
spondences without resemblance between the two; the imitation of a pri-
mal model with a mimesis that is itself primary and without a model. A
man can never say: “I am a bull, a wolf ...” But he can say: “l am to a
woman what the bull is to a cow, 1 am to another man what the wolf is to the
sheep.” Structuralism represents a great revolution; the whole world
becomes more rational, Lévi-Strauss is not content o grant the structural
model all the prestige of a true classification system; he relegates the serial
model to the dark domain of sacrifice, which he depicts as illusory, even
devoid of good sense. The serial theme of sacrifice must yield to the struce-
tural theme of the institution of the torem, correctly understood. But here,
as in natural history, many compromises are reached between archetypal
series and symbolic structures.’ '

Memories of ¢ Bergsoniax. None of the preceding satisfies us, from our
restricted viewpoint. We believe in the existence of very special becom-
ings-animal traversing human beings and sweeping them away, affecting
the animal no less than the human. “From 1730 to 1735, all we hear about
are vampires.” Structuralism clearly does not account for these becomings,
since it is designed precisely to deny or at least denigrate their exisience: a
correspondence of relations does not add up to a becoming, When
structuralism encounters becomings of this kind pervading a society, it
sees them only as phenomena of degradation representing a deviation
from the true order and pertaining to the adventures of diachrony. Yet in
his study of myths, Lévi-Strauss is always encountering these rapid acts by
which a human becomes animal at the same time as the animal becomes
.. .{Becomes whai? Human, or something else?). It is always possible to try
to explain these blocks of becoming by a correspondence between two rela-
tions, but to do so most certainly impoverishes the phenomenon under
study, Must it not be admitted that myth as a frame of classification is quite
incapable of registering these becomings, which are more like fragments of
tales? Must we not lend credence te Jean Duvignaud’s hypothesis that
there are “anomic” phenomena pervading societies that are not degrada-
tions of the mythic order but irreducible dynamisms drawing lines of flight
and implying other forms of expression than those of myth, even if myth
recapitulates them in its own terms in order to curb them? Does it not
seem that alongside the two models, sacrifice and series, totem institution
and structure, there is still room for something else, something more secret,
meore subterranean: the sorcerer and becomings (expressed in tales instead
of myths or rites)? - i

Abecoming is not a correspondence between relations, Butneitherisita
resemblance, an imitation, or, at the limit, an identification. The whole
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structuralist critique of the series seems irrefutable, To become is not to
Progress or regress along a series. Above all, becoming does not occur in the
imagination, even when the imagination reaches the highest cosmic or
dynamic level, as in Jung or Bachelard. Becomings-animal are netther
dreanis nor phantasies. They are perfectly real. But which reality is at issue
kere? For if becoming animal does not consist in playing animal or imitat-
ing an animal, it is clear that the human being does not “really” become an
animaf any more than the animal “really” becomes something else. Becom-
ing produces nothing other than itself. We fall into a false alternative if we
say that you either imitate or you are. What is real is the becoming itself, the
block of becoming, not the supposedly fixed terms through which that
which becomes passes. Becoming can and should be qualified s be-
coming-animal even in the absence of a term that would be the anima}
become. The becoming-animal of the human being is real, even if the ani-
mal the human being becomes is not; and the becoming-other of the animal
is real, even if that something other it becomes is not. This is the point to
clarify: that a becoming lacks a subject distinct from itself; but also that it
has no term, since its ierm in turn exists only as taken up in another becom-
ipg of which it is the subject, and which coexists, forms a block, with the
first, This is the principle according to which there is a reality specific to
becoming (the Bergsonian idea of a coexistence of very different “dura-
tions,” superior or inferfor to “ours,” all of them in'communication).
Finally, becoming is not an evoluticn, at least not an evolution by
descent and filiation. Becoming produces nothing by filiation; all filiation
is imaginary. Becoming is always of a different order than filiation. It con-
cerns alliance. If evolution includes any veritable becomings, it is in the
domain of symbicses that bring into play beings of totally different scales
and kingdoms, with no possible f iliation. There is a block of becoming that
snaps up the wasp and the orchid, but from which no wasp-orchid can ever
descend. There is a block of becoming that takes hold of the cat and
baboaon, the alliance between which is effected by a C virus. There is a block
of becoming between young roots and certain microorganisms, the alliance
between which is effected by the materials synthesized in the leaves
(rhizosphere). Ifthere is originality in necevolutionism, it is attributable in
part to phenomena of this kind in which evolution does not go from some-
thing less differentiated to something more differentiated, in which it
ceases to be a hereditary filiative evolution, becoming communicative or
contagious. Accordingly, the term we would prefer for this form of evolu-
tion between heterogeneous terms is “involution,” on the condition that
involution is in no way confused with regression. Becoming is involu-
tionary, involution is creative. To regress is to move in the direction of
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something less differentiated. But to involve is to form a block that runs its
own line “between” the terms in play and beneath assignable relations.

Neoevolutionism seems important for two reasons; the animal is
defined not by characteristics (specific, generic, etc.) but by populations
that vary from milieu to milieu or within the same milieu; movement
occurs not only, or not primarily, by filiative productions but also by
transversal communications between heterogeneous populations.
Becoming is a thizome, not a classificatory or genealogical tree. Becom-
ing is certainly not imitating, or identifying with something; neither is it
regressing-progressing; neither is it corresponding, establishing corre-
sponding relations; neither is it producing, producing a filiation or pro-
ducing through filiation. Becoming is a verb with a consistency all its
owr, it does not reduce to, or lead back to, “appearing,” “being,” “equal-
ing,” or “producing.”

Memories of a Sorcerer, I. A becoming-animal always involves a pack, a
band, a population, a peopling, in short, a multiplicity, We sorcerers have
always known that. It may very well be that other agencies, moreover very
different from ote another, have a different appraisal of the animal. One
may retain or extract from the animal certain characteristics: species and
genera, forms and functions, etc. Society and the State need animal charac-
teristics to use for classifying people; natural history and science need char-
acteristics in order to classify the animals themselves. Serialism and
structuralism either graduate characteristics according to their resem-
blances, or order them according to their differences. Animal characteris-
tics can be mythic or scientific. But we are not interested in characteristics;
what interests us are modes of expansion, propagation, occupation, conta-
gion, peopling. I am legion. The Wolf-Man fascinated by several wolves
watching him. What would a lone wolf be? Or a whale, a louse, arat, a fly?
Beelzebub is the Devil, but the Devil as lord of the flies. The wolfis not fun-
damentally a characteristic or a certain number of characteristics; it is a
wolfing. The louse is a lousing, and s0 on. What is a cry independent of the
population it appeals to or takes as its witness? Virginia Woolfs experi-
ences herselfnot as a monkey or a fish but as a troop of monkeys, aschool of
fish, according to her variable relations of becoming with the people she
approaches, We do not wish to say that certain animals live in packs. We
want nothing to do with ridiculous evolutionary classifications dla Lorenz,
according to which there are inferior packs and superior societies. What we
are saying is that every animal is fundamentally a band, a pack. That it has
pack modes, rather than characteristics, even if further distinctions within
these modes are calied for. Tt is at this point that the human being encoun-
ters the animal. We do not become animal without 2 fascination for the
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pack, for multiplicity. A fascination for the outside? Or is the multiplicity
that fascinates us already related to a multiplicity dwelling within us? In
one of his masterpieces, H. P. Lovecraft recounts the story of Randolph
Carter, who feels his “self” reel and who experiences a fear worse than that
of annihilation: “Carters of forms both human and non-human, vertebrate
and invertebrate, conscious and mindless, animal and vegetable. And
more, there were Carters having nothing in common with earthiy life, but
moving outrageously amidst backgrounds of other planets and systerus
and galaxies and cosmic continua. . . . Merging with nothingness is peace-
ful oblivion; but to be aware of existence and vet to know that one is no
longer a definite being distinguished from other beings,” nor from all of the
becomings running through us, “that is the nameless summit of agony and
dread.”” Hofmannsthal, or rather Lord Chandos, becomes fascinated with
a_“people” of dying rats, and it is in him, through him, in the interstices of
his disrupted self that the “soul of the animal bares its teeth at monsterous
fate”:® not pity, but unnarural participation. Then a strange imperative
wells up in him: either stop writing, or write like a rat. .. If the writeris a
sorcerer, it is because writing is a becoming, writing is traversed by strange
ilaccomings that are not becomings-writer, but becomings-rat, becomings-
insect, becomings-wolf, etc. We will have to explain why. Many suicides by
writers are explained by these unnatural participations, these unnatural
nuptials. Writers are sorcerers because they experience the animal as the
only population before which they are responsible in principle. The Ger-
man preromantic Karl Philipp Moritz feels responsible not for the calves
that die but before the calves that die and give him the incredible feeling of
an unknown Nature—affect.? For the affect is not a personal feeling, nor is
it a characteristic; it is the effectuation of a power of the pack that throws
the self into upheaval and makes it reel. Who has not known the violence of
.these animal sequences, which uproot one from humanity, if only for an
instant, making one scrape at one’s bread like a rodent or giving one the yvel-
low eyes of a feline? A fearsome involution calling us toward unheard-of
becomings, These are not regressions, although fragments of regression,
seguences of regression may enter in.
. We must distinguish three kinds of animals. First, individuated ani-
mals, family pets, sentimental, Oedipal animals each with its own petty
history, “rrliy’j cat, “my” dog. These animals invite us to regress, draw us
into a narcissistic contemplation, and they are the only kind of animal psy-
choanalysis understands, the better to discover a daddy, amommy, a little
brother behind them (when psychoanalysis talks about animals, animals
learn to laugh): anvone who likes cats or dogs is a fool. And then there is a
second kind: animals with characteristics or attributes; genus, classifica-
tion, or State animals; animals as they are treated in the great divine myths,
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in such a way as to extract from them series or siructures, archetypes or
models (Jung is in any event profounder than Freud). Finally, there are
more demonic animals, pack or affect animals that form a multiplicity, a
becoming, a population, a tale . . . Or once again, cannot any animal be
treated in all three ways? There is always the possibility that a given animal,
a louse, a cheetah or an elephant, will be treated as a pet, my little beast.
And at the other extreme, it is also possible for anty animal to be treated in
the mode of the pack or swarm; that is our way, fellow sorcerers. Even the
cat, even the dog. And the shepherd, the animal trainer, the Devil, may
have a favorite animal in the pack, atthough not at all in the way we were
just discussing. Yes, any animal is or can be a pack, butto varying degrees
of vocation that make it easier or harder to discover the multiplicity, or
multiplicity-grade, an animal contains (actually or virtually according to
the case). Schools, bands, herds, populations are not inferior social forms;
they are affects and powers, involutions that grip every animal in a becom-
ing just as powerful as that of the human being with the animal.

Jorge Luis Borges, an author renowned for his excess of culture, botched
at least two bools, only the titles of which are nice: first, 4 Universal His-
tory of Infamy, because he did not see the sorcerer’s fundamental distinc-
tion between deception and treason (becomings-animal are there from the
start, on the treason side); second, his Manual de zoologia fantéstica, where
he not only adopts &4 composite and bland image of myth but also climi-
nates all of the problems of the pack and the corresponding becoming-
animal of the human being: “We have deliberately excluded from this
manual legends of transformations of the human being, the lobizon, the
werewolf, etc.”t0 Borges is interesied only in characteristics, even the most
fantastic ones, whereas sorcerers know that werewolves are bands, and
vampires too, and that bands transform themselves into one another. But
what exactly does that mean, the animal as band or pack? Does a band not
imply a filiation, bringing us back to the reproduction of given characteris-
tics? How can we conceive of a peopling, a propagation, a becoming that is
without filiation or hereditary production? A multiplicity without the
unity of an ancestor? It is quite simple; everybody knows it, but it is dis-
cussed only in secret. We oppose epidemic to filiation, contagion to hered-
ity, peopling by contagion to sexual reproduction, sexual production.
Bands, human or animal, proliferate by contagion, epidemics, battlefields,
and catastrophes. Like hybrids, which are in themselves sterile, born of 2
sexual union that will not reproduce itself, but which begins over again
every time, gaining that much more ground. Unnatural participations or
nuptials are the true Nature spanning the kingdoms ol nature. Propagation
by epidemic, by contagion, has nothing to do with filiation by heredity,
even if the two themes intermingle and require each other. The vampire
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does not filiate, it infects. The difference is that contagion, epidemic,
involves terms that are entirely heterogeneous: for example, a human
being, an animal, ard a bacterium, a virus, a molecule, a microorganism.
Orin the case of the truffle, atree, a fly, and a pig. These combinations are
neither genetic nor structural; they are interkingdoms, unnatural partici-
pations. That is the only way Nature operates—against itself. This is a far
cry from filiative production or hereditary reproduction, in which the only
differences retained are a simple duality between sexes within the same
species, and small moedifications across generations. For us, on the other
hand, there are as many sexes as there are terms in symbiosis, as many dif-
ferences as elements contributing to a process of contagion. We know that
many beings pass between a man and a woman; they come from different
worlds, are borne on the wind, form rhizomes around roots; they cannot be
understood in terms of production, only in terms of becoming. The Uni-
verse does not function by filiation. All we are saying is that animals are
packs, and that pacls form, develop, and are transformed by contagio'n.
These muliiplicities with heterogeneous terms, cofunctioning by conta-
gion, enter certain gssemblages; it is there that human beings effect their
becomings-animal. But we should not confuse these dark assemblages,
which stir what is deepest within us, with organizations such as the institu-
tion of the family and the State apparatus. We could cite hunting societies,
war societies, seeret societies, erime societies, ete. Becomings-animal are
proper to them, We will not expect to find filiative regimes of the family
type or modes of classification and attribution of the State or pre-State
type or even serial organizations of the religious type. Despite appearances
and possible confusions, this is not the site of origin or point of application
for myths. These are tales, or narratives and statements of becoming. It is
therefore absurd to establish a hierarchy even of animal collectivities from
the standpoint of a whimsical evolutionism according to which packs are
lower on the scale and are superseded by State or familial societies. On the
contrary, there is a difference in nature. The origin of packs is entirely dif-
ferent from that of families and States; they continually work them from
within and trouble them from without, with other forms of content, other
forms of expression. The pack is simultaneously an animal reality, and the
reality of the becoming-animal of the human being; contagion is simulta-
neously an animal peopling, and the propagation of the animal peopling of
the human being, The hunting machine, the war machine, the ¢rime
machine entajl all kinds of becomings-animal that are not articulated in
myth, still less in totemism. Dumézil showed that becomings of this kind
pertain essentially to the man of war, but only insofar as he is external to
families and States, insofar as he upsets filiations and classifications, The
war machine is always exterior to the State, even when the State uses it,
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appropriates it. The man of war has an entire becoming that implies multi-
plicity, celerity, ubiguity, metamorphosis and treason, the power of affect.
Wolf-men, bear-men, wildcat-men, men of every animality, secret brother-
hoods, animate the battlefields. But so do the animai packs used by menin
battle, or which trail the battles and take advantage of them. And together
they spread contagicn.!! There is a complex aggregate: the becoming-
animal of men, packs of animals, elephants and rats, winds and tempests,
bacteria sowing contagion. A single Furor. War contained zoological se-
quences before it became bacteriological. [tisin war, famine, and epidemic
that werewolves and vampires proliferate. Any animal can be swept up in
these packs and the corresponding becomings; cats bave been seen on the
battlefield, and even in armies. That is why the distinction we must makeis
iess between kinds of animals than between the different states according
to which they are integrated into family institutions, State apparatuses,
war machines, etc. (and what is the relation of the writing machine and the
musical machine to becomings-animal?)

Memories of a Serceres, FY. Our first principle was: pack and contagion,
the contagion of the pack, such is the path becoming-animal takes. Buta
second principle seemed to tell us the opposite: wherever there 18 multipli-
city, you will also find an exceptional individual, and it is with that individ-
wal that an alliance must be mads in order to become-animal. There may be
no such thing as a lone wolf, but there is a leader of the pack, a master of the
pack, or else the old deposed head of the pack now living alone, there isthe
Loner, and there is the Demon, Willard has bis favorite, the rat Ben, and
only becomes-rat through his relation with him, in a kind of alliance of
love, then of hate. Moby-Dick in its entirety is one of the preatest master-
pieces of becoming; Captain Ahab has an irresistible becoming-whale, but
one that bypasses the pack or the school, operating directly through a mon-
strous alliance with the Unique, the Leviathan, Moby-Dick. There is
always.a pact with a demon; the demon sometimes appears as the head of
the band, sometimes as the Loner on the sidelines of the pack, and some-
times as the higher Power (Puissance) of the band. The exceptional individ-
ual has many possible positions. Kafka, another great author of real
becomings-animal, sings of mouse society; but Josephine, the mouse
singer, sometimes holds a privileged position in the pack, sometimes a
position outside the pack, and sometimes slips into and is lost in the ano-
nymity of the collective statements of the pack.!? In short, every Animal
has its Anomalous. Let us clarify that: every animal swept up in its pack or
multiplicity has its anomalous. It has been noted that the origin of the word
anomal (*anomalous™), an adjective that has fallen into disuse in French,
is very different from that of anormal (“abnormal™): a-normal, a Latin
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adjective lacking a noun in French, refers to that which is outside rules or
goes agaiust the rules, whereas an-omalie, a Greek noun that has lost its
adject}ve, designates the unequal, the coarse, the rough, the cutting edge of
deterritorialization.'* The abnormal can be defined only in terms of char-
acte_ri_stics, specific or generic; but the anomalous is a position or set of
positions inrelation to a multiplicity. Sorcerers therefore use the old adjec-
tive “anemalous” to situate the positions of the exceptional individual in
the pack. It is always with the Anomalous, Moby-Dick or Josephine, that
one enters into alliance to become-animal.

It does seem asthough thereis a contradiction: between the pack and the
loner; between mass contagion and preferential alliance; between pure
multiplicity and the exceptional individual; between the éleatory aggre-
gate and a predestined choice. And the contradiction is real: Ahab chooses
Moby—Dick, in a choosing that exceeds him and comes from elsewhere, and
in so doing breaks with the law of the whalers according to which one
should first pursue the pack. Penthesilea shatiers the law of the péck, the
pack of women, the pack of she-dogs, by choosing Achiiles as her favorite
enemy, Yetit is by means of this anomalous choice that each enters into his
or her becomingfanimal, the becoming-dog of Penthesilea, the becoming-
whale of Captain Ahab. We sorcerers know quite well that the contradie-
tions are real but that real contradictions are not just for laughs. For the
whole question is this: What exactly is the nature of the anomalous? What
function does it have in relation to the band, to the pack? It is clear that the
gnomalous is not simply an exceptional individual; that would be to equate
it with the family animat or pet, the Oedipalized animal as psychoanalysis
sees it, as the image of the father, etc, Ahab’s Moby-Dick is not like the little
cat or dog owned by an elderly woman whe honors and cherishes it.
Lawrence’s becoming-tortoise has nothing to do with a sentimental or
domesticrelation. Lawrence is another of the writers who [eave us troubled
and filled with admiration because they were able to tie their writing to real
and unheard-of becomings. But the objection is raised against Lawrence:
“Your tort9ise§ aren’t reall” And he answers: Possibly, but my becoming is,
my becoming is real, even and especially if you have no way of judging it,

because vou’re just little house dogs . . . The anomalous, the preferential
element in the pack, has nothing to do with the preferred, domestic, and
psychoanalytic individual. Nor is the anomalous the bearer of 3 species
presenting specific or generic characteristics in their purest state; norisita
model or unique specimen; nor is it the perfection of a type incarnate; nor
is it the eminent term of a series;nor is it the basis of an absolutely harmo-
nious correspondence. Thie anomalous is neither an individual nor a spe-
cies; it has only affects, it has neither familiar or subjectified feelings, nor
specific or significant characteristics, Human tenderness is as foreign to it
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as human classifications. Lovecraft applies the term “Outsider” to this
thing or entity, the Thing, which arrives and passes at the edge, which is lin-
ear yet multiple, “teeming, secthing, swelling, foaming, spreading like an
infectious disease, this nameless horror.”

If the anomalous is neither an individual nor a species, then what isit? It
is a phenomenon, but a phenomenon of bordering. This is our hypothesis:
a multiplicity is defined not by the elements that compose it in extension,
not by the characteristics that compose it in comprehension, but by the
lines and dimensions it encompasses in “intension.” If you change dimen-
sions, if you add or subtract one, you change multiplicity. Thus there is o
pordertine for each multiplicity; itis in no way a center but rather the envel-
oping line or farthest dimension, as a function of which it is possibie to
count the others, all those lines or dirnensions constitute the packatagiven
moment (beyond the borderline, the multiplicity changes nature). That is
what Captain Ahab says to his first mate: I have no personal history with

‘Moby-Dick, 10 revenge to take, any more than I have a myth to play out;

but I do have a becoming! Moby-Dick is neither an individual nor a genus;
he is the borderline, and I have to strike him to get at the pack asawhole, lo
reach the pack as a2 whole and pass beyond it. The elements of the pack arc
only imaginary “dummies,” the characteristics of the pack are only syra-
bolic entities: all that counts is the borderline-—the anomalous. “To me,
the white whale is that wall, shoved near to me.” The white wall. “Some-
times I think there is naught beyond. But ’tis enough.”!* That the anoma-
lous is the borderline makes it easier for us to understand the various
positions it occupies in relation to the pack or the multiplicity it borders,
and the various positions occupied by a fascinated Self (Mof). It is now
even possible to establish a classification syster for packs while avoiding
the pitfalls of an evolutionism that sees them only as an inferior collective
stage (instead of taking into consideration the particular assemblages they
bring into play). In any event, the pack has a borderline, and an anomalous
position, whenever in a given space an animal is on the line or in the act of
drawing the line in relation to which all the other members of the pack wiil
fall into one of two halves, left or right: a peripheral position, such that it is
impossible to tell if the anomatous is still in the band, already outsids the
band, or at the shifting boundary of the band. Sometimes each and every
animal reaches this line or occupies this dynamic position, as in a swarm of
mosquitoes, where “each individual moves randornly unless it sees the rest
of [the swarm] in the same half-space; then it hurries to re-enter the group.
Thus stability is assured in catastrophe by a barrier.”!® Sometimes it is a
specific animal that draws and occupies the borderling, as leader of the
pack. Sometimes the borderline is defined or doubled by abeing of another
nature that no longer belongs to the pack, or never belonged to it, and that
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represents a power of another order, potentially acting as a threat as well as
atrainer, outsider, etc. In any case, no band is without this phenomenon of
bordering, or the anomalous. It is true that bands are also undermined by
extremely varied forces that establish in them interior centers of the conju-
gal, famuilial, or State type, and that male them pass into an entirely differ-
ent form of sociability, replacing pack affects with family feelings or State
intelligibilities. The center, or internal black holes, assumes the principal
role. This is what evolutionism sees as progress, this adventure also befalls
bands of humans when they reconstitufe group familialism, or even
authoritarianism or pack fascism.

Sorcerers have always held the anomalous position, at the edge of the
fields or woods. They haunt the fringes. They are at the borderline of the
village, or between villages. The important thing is their affinity with alli-
ance, with the pact, which gives them a status opposed to that of filiation,
The relation with the anomalous is one of alliance. The sorcerer has a
relation of alliance with the demon as the power of the anomalous. The
old-time theologians drew a clear distinction between two kinds of curses
against sexuality. The first concerns sexuality as a process of filiation
transmitting the original sin. But the second concerns it as a power of alli-
ance inspiring illicit unions or abominable loves. This differs signifi-
cantly from the first in that it tends to prevent procreation; since the
demon does not himself have the ability to procreate, he must adopt indi-
rect means (for example, being the female succubus of a man and then
becoming the male incubus of a woman, to whom he transmits the man’s
semen). It is true that the relations between alliance and filiation come to
be regulated by laws of marriage, but even then alliance retains a danger-
ous and contagious power. Leach was able to demonstrate that despite all
the exceptions that seemingly disprove the rule, the sorcerer belongs first
of all to a group united to the group over which he or she exercises influ-
ence only by alliance: thus in a matrilineal group we look to the father’s
side for the sorcerer or witch. And there is an entire evolution of sorcery
depending on whether the refation of alliance acquires permanence or
assumes political weight.'7 In order to produce werewolves in your own
family it is not enough to resemble a wolf, or to live like a wolf: the pact
with the Devil must be coupled with an alliance with another family, and
it is the return of this alliance to the first family, the reaction of this alli-
ance on the first family, that produces werewolves by feedback effect. A
fine tale by Erckmann and Chatrian, A, ugues-le-loup, assembles the tradi-
tions concerning this complex situation,!3

The contradiction between the two themes, “coniagion through the ani-
mal as pack,” and “pact with the anomalous as exceptional being,” is pro-
gressively fading. It is with good reason that Leach links the two concepts of

L
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alliance and contagion, pact and epidemic. Analyzing Kachin sorcery, he
writes: “Witch influence was thought to be transmitted in the food that the
women prepared. . . . Kachin witchcraft is contagious rather than heredi-
fary. .. itis associated with affinity, not filiation.”!? Alliance or the pact is
the form of expression for an infection or epidernic constituting the form of
content. In sorcery, blood is of the arder of contagion and alliance. Itcanbe
said that becoming-animal is an affair of sorcery because (1} it implies an
initial relation of alliance with a demon; {2) the demon functions as the
borderline of an animal pack, into which the human being passes or in
which his or her becoming takes place, by contagion; (3) this becoming
itself implies a second alliance, with another human group; (4) this new
borderline between the two groups guides the contagion of animal and
human being within the pack. There is an entire politics of becomings-
animal, as well as a politics of sorcery, which is elaborated in assemblages
that are neither those of the family nor of retigion nor of the State. Instead,

they express minoritarian groups, or groups that are oppressed, prohib- .

ited, in revolt, or always on the fringe of recognized institutions, groups all
the more secret for being extrinsic, in other words, anomic, If becoming-
animal takes the form of a Temptation, and of monsters aroused in the
imagination by the demon, it is because it is accompanied, at its originas i3]
its undertaking, by a rupture with the central institutions that have estab-
lished themselves or seek to become established.

Let us cite pell-mell, not as mixes to be made, but as different casesto be
studied: becomings-animal in the war machine, wildmen of all kinds (the
war machine indeed comes from without, it is extrinsic to the State, which
treats the warrior as an anomalous power); becomings-animal in crime
societies, leopard-men, crocodile-men (when the State prohibits tribal and
local wars); becomings-animal in riot groups (when the Church and State
are faced with peasant movements containing a sorcery component, which
they repress by setting up a whole tria! and legal system designed to expose
pacts with the Devil); becomings-animal ir asceticism groups, the grazing
anchorite or wild-beast anchorite (the asceticism maching is in an anoma-
lous position, on a line of flight, off to the side of the Church, and disputes
the Church’s pretension to set itself up as an imperial institution);®
becomings-animal in societies practicing sexual initiation of the “sacred
deflowerer” type, wolf-men, goat-men, etc. (who claim an Alliance supe-
rior and exterior to the order of families; families have to win from them.
the right to regulate their own alliances, to determine them according to
relations of complementary lines of descent, and to domesncate this unbri-
dled power of alliance).2!

The politics of becomings-animal remains, of course, extremely ambig-
ucus. For societies, even primitive societies, have always appropriated
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these becomings in order to break them, reduce them to relations of
totemic or symbolic correspondence. States have always appropriated the
war machine in the form of national armies that strictly limit the be-
comings of the warrior. The Church has always burned sorcerers, or
reintegrated anchorites into the toned-down image of a series of saints
whose only remaining relation to animals is strangely familiar, domestic.
Families have always warded off the demonic Alliance gnawing at them, in
order to regulate alliances among themselves as they see fit. We have seen
sorcerers serve as leaders, rally to the cause of despotism, create the
countersorcery of exorcism, pass over to the side of the family and descent.
But this spells the death of the sorcerer, and also the death of becoming, We
have seen becoming spawn nothing more than a big domestic dog; as in
Henry Miller’s damnation (“it would be better to feign, to pretend to be an
animal, a dog for example, and catch the bone thrown to me from time to
time”} or Fitzgerald's (“I will try to be a correct animal though, and if you
throw me a bone with enough meat on it I may even lick your hand”}. Invert
Faust’s formula: So that is what it was, the form of the traveling scholar? A
mere poodle???

Eemories of a Sorcerer, IIX, Exclusive importance should not be
attached to becomings-animal. Rather, they are segments occupying a
median region. On the near side, we encounter becomings-woman,
becomings-child (becoming-woman, more than any other becoming, pos-
sesses a special introductory power; it is not so much that women are
witches, but that sorcery proceeds by way of this becoming-woman). On
the far side, we find becomings-elementary, -cellular, -molecular, and even
becomings-imperceptible. Toward what void does the witch’s broom lead?
And where is Moby-Dick leading Ahab so silently? Lovecraft’s hero
encounters strange animals, but he finally reaches the ultimate regions ofa
Continuum inhabited by unnameable waves and unfindable particles. Sci-
ence fiction has gone through a whole evolution taking it from animal, veg-
etable, and mineral becomings to becomings of bacteria, viruses, mole-
cules, and things imperceptible.?? The properly musical content of musicis
plied by becomings-woman, becomings-child, becomings-animal; how-
ever, ittends, under all sorts of influences, having to do also with the instru-
ments, 1o become progressively more molecular in a kind of cosmic
lapping through which the inaudible makes itself heard and the impercep-
tible appears as such: no longer the songbird, but the sound molecule.

If the experimentation with drugs has left ity mark on everyone, even
nonusers, it is because it changed the perceptive coordinates of space-time
and introduced us 10 a universe of microperceptions in which becomings-
molecular take over where becomings-animal leave off. Carlos Castaneda’s
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books clearly itlustrate this evolution, or rather this involution, in which
the affects of a becoming-dog, for example, are succeeded by those of a
becoming-molecutar, microperceptions of water, air, etc. A man totters
from one door to the next and disappears into thin air: “Ali [ can tell you is
that we are fluid, luminous beings made of fibers.”?* All so~called initiatory
journeys include these thresholds and doors where becoming itself
becomes, and where one changes becomning depending on the “hour” of the
world, the circles of hell, or the stages of a journey that sets scales, forms,
and cries in variation. From the howling of animals to the wailing of ele-
ments and particles.

Thus packs, or multiplicities, continually transform themselves into

each other, cross over into each other. Werewolves become vampires when

they die. This is not surprising, since becoming and multiplicity are the
same thing. A multiplicity is defined not by its elements, nor by a center of
unification or comprehension. Itis defined by the number of dimensions it
has; it is not divisible, it cannot lose or gain a dimension without changing
its mature. Since its variations and dimensions are immanent to it, if
amounts to the same thing to say that each multiplicity is already composed
of heterogeneous terms in symbiosis, and that a multipiicity is continuaily
transforming itself into a string of other multiplicities, according to its
thresholds and doors. For exampie, the Wolf-Man’s pack of wolves also
becomes a swarm of bees, and a field of anuses, and a collection of small
holes and tiny ulcerations {the theme of contagion): all these heterogene-
ous elements compose “the” multiplicity of symbiosis and becoming. If we
imagined the position of a fascinated Self, it was because the multiplicity
toward which it leans, stretching to the breaking point, is the continuation
of another multiplicity that works it and strains it from the inside. In fact,
the self is only a threshold, a door, a becoming between two multiplicities.
Each multiplicity is defined by a borderline functioning as Anomaloeus, but
there is a string of borderlines, 2 continuous line of borderlines (fiber) fol-
fowing which the multiplicity changes. And at each threshold or door, a
new pact? A fiber stretches from a human to an animal, from a human or an
animal to molecules, from molecules to particles, and so on to the imper-
ceptible. Every fiber is a Universe fiber. A fiber strung across borderlines
constitutes a line of flight or of deterritorialization. It is evident that the
Anomalous, the Cutsider, has several functions: not only does it border
each multiplicity, of which it determines the temporary or local stability
(with the highest number of dimensions possible under the circum-
stances), not only is it the precondition for the alliance necessary to becom-
ing, but it also carries the transformations of becoming or crossings of
multiplicities always farther down the line of flight. Moby-IDick is the
White Wall bordering the pack; he s also the demonic Term of the Alliance;
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finally, heis the terrible Fishing Line with nothing on the otherend, theline
that crosses the wall and drags the captain . . . where? Into the void . . .

The error we must guard against is to believe that there is a kind of logi-
cal order to this string, these crossings or transformations. It is already
going teo far to postulate an order descending from the animal to the vege-
table, then to molecules, to particles. Each multiplicity is symbiotic; its
becoming ties together animals, plants, microorganisms, mad particles, a
whole galaxy. Nor is there a preformed logical order to these heterogenei-
ties, the Wolf-Man's wolves, bees, anuses, little scars. Of course, sorcery
always codifies certain transformations of becomings. Take a novel
steeped in the traditions of sorcery, Alexandre Dumas’s Meneur de loups;
in a first pact, the man of the fringes gets the Devil to agree to make his
wishes come true, with the stipulation that a lock of his hair turn red each
time he gets a wish. We are in the hair-multiplicity, hair is the borderline.
The man himselftakes a position on the wolves’ borderline, as leader of the
pack. Then when he no longer has a single human hair left, a second pact
malkes him become-wolf himself; it is an endless becoming since he is only
vulnerable one day in the year. We are aware that between the hair-
multiplicity and the wolfsmultiplicity it Is always possible to induce an
order of resemblance (red like the fur of a wolf); but the resemblance
remains quite secondary (the wolf of the transformation is black, with one
white hair). In fact, there is a first multiplicity, of hair, taken up in a
becoming-red fur; and a second multiplicity, of wolves, which in turn takes
up the becoming-animal of the man. Between the two, there is threshold
and fiber, symbiosis of or passage between heterogeneities. That is how we
sorcerers operate. Not following a logical order, but following alogicai con-
sistencies or compatibilities. The reason is simple. Itis because no one, not
even GGod, can say in advance whether two borderlines will string together
or form a fiber, whether a given multiplicity will or will not ¢ross over into
another given multiplicity, or even if given heterogeneous elements will
enter symbiosis, will form a consistent, or cofunctioning, multiplicity sus-
ceptibleto transformation. No one can say where the line of flight will pass:
Will it let itself get bogged down and fall back to the Oedipal family animal,
a mere poodle? Or will it succumb to another danger, for example, turning
into a line of abolition, annihilation, self-destruction, Ahab, Ahab. .. TWe
are all too familiar with the dangers of the line of flight, and with its ambi-
guities. The risks are ever-present, but it is always possible to have the good
fortune of avoiding them. Case by case, we can tell whether the line is con-
sistent, in other words, whether-the heterogeneities effectively function in
amultiplicity of symbiosis, whether the multiplicities are effectively trans-
formed through the becomings of passage. Let ustake an example assimple
as.x starts practicing piano again. Is it an Qedipal return to childhood? Is it
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a way of dying, in a kind of sonorous abolition? [s it a new borderline, an
active line that will bring other becomings entirely different from becom-
ing or rebecoming a pianist, that will induce a transformation of all of the
preceding assemblages to which x was prisoner? Is it a way out? Isita pact
with the Devil? Schizoanalysis, or pragmatics, has no other meaning: Make
a rhizome. But you den’t know what you can make a rhizome with, you
don’t know which subterranean stem is effectively going to make a rhi-
zome, or enter a becoming, people your desert. So experiment.

That’s easy to say? Although there is no preformed logical order to
becomings and multiplicities, there are criteria, and the important thing is
that they not be used after the fact, that they be applied in the course of
events, that they be sufficient to guide us through the dangers. If multiplici-
ties are defined and transformed by the borderline that determines in each
instance their number of dimensions, we can conceive of the possibility of
laying them out on & plane, the borderlines succeeding one another, form-
ing a broken line. Itis only in appearance thata plane of this kind * reduces™
the number of dimensions; for it gathers in all the dimensions to the extent
that flat multiplicities~——which nonetheless have an increasing or decreas-
ing number of dimensions—are inscribed upon it. It is in grandiose and
simplified terms that Lovecraft attempted to pronounce sorcery’s final
word: “Then the waves increased in strength and sought to improve his
understanding, reconciling him to the multiform entity of which his pres-
ent fragment was an infinitesimal part. They told him that every figure of
space is but the result of the intersection by a plane of some corresponding
figure of one more dimension—as a square is cut from a cube, or.a circle
from a sphere. The cube and sphere, of three dimensions, are thus cut from
corresponding forms of four dimensions, which men know only through
guesses and dreams; and these in turn are cut from forms of five dimen-
sions, and so on up 1o the dizzy and reachless heights of archetypal infin-
ity.”25 Far from reducing the multiplicities” number of dimensions to two,
the plane of consistency cuts across them all, intersects them in order to
bring into coexistence any number of multiplicities, with any number of
dimensions. The plane of consistency is the intersection of ail concrete
forms. Therefore all becomings are written like sorcerers’ drawings on this
plane of consistency, which is the ultimate Door providing a way out for
them. This is the only criterion to prevent them from bogging down, or
veering into the void. The only question is: Does a given becoming reach
that point? Can a given multiplicity flatten and conserve all its dimensions
in this way, like a pressed flower that remains just asalive dry? Lawrence, in
his becoming-tortoise, moves from the most obstinate animal dynamismnt
to the abstract, pure geometry of scales and “cleavages of division,” with-
out, however, losing any of the dynamism: he pushes becoming-tortoise alf
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the way (o the plane of consistency.26 Everything becomes imperceptible

everything is becoming-imperceptible on the plane of consistency, which i;
nf:vertheless precisely where the imperceptible is seen and heard. It is the
Planomenon, or the Rhizosphere, the Criterium (and still other names, as
the number of dimensions increases). At » dimensions, it is called ’the
Hypersphere, the Mechanosphere. It is the abstract Figure, or rather, sinee
It has‘no form itself, the abstract Machine of which each concrete a:ssem-
blage is a multiplicity, a becoming, a segment, a vibration. And the abstract
machine is the intersection of them all,

_ Waves are vibrations, shifting borderlines inscribed on the plane of con-

sistency as so many abstractions. The abstract machine of the waves, In
The Waves, Virginia Woolf—who made all of her life and work a passage, a
bccomix?g, all kinds of becomings between ages, sexes, elements, and kin’g-
doms—intermingles seven characters, Bernard, Neville, Louis, Jinny,

Rhoda,_Suzanne, and Percival. But each of these characters, with hzs or her,
name, its individuality, designates a multiplicity (for example, Bernard
and the school of fish). Each is simultaneously in this multiplicity and at its
eqtge, and crosses over into the others. Percival is like the ultimate multipli-
city enveloping the greatest number of dimensions, But he is not yet the
plane of consisiency. Although Rhoda thinks she sees him rising out of the
5€a, 10, itis not he. “When the white arm rests upon the knee it is atriangle;

now it is upright—a column; now a fountain. . . . Behind it roars the sea. It
s beyond our reach.”?” Each advances like a wave, but on the plane of con-

sistency they are a single abstract Wave whose vibration propagates follow-
ing a line of flight or deterritorialization traversing the entire plane (each

chapter of Woolf’s novel is preceded by a meditation on an aspect of the
waves, on one of their hours, on one of their becomings).

Memories of a Theologian. Theology is very strict on the followin gpoint:
there are no werewolves, human beings cannot become animal. That is
because there is no transformation of essertial forms; they are inalienable
and only entertain relations of analogy, The Devil and the witch, and the
pact between them, are no less real for that, for there is in reality a local
movernent that is properly diabolical. Theology distinguishes two cases,
used a5 models during the Inquisition: that of Ulysses’ companions, and
tl:lat of Diomedes’ companions, the imaginary vision and the spell, In the
fx}*st, the subject believes him- or herself to be transformed into an animal
Pig, 0%, or wolf, and the observers believe it too; but this is an internal locai
movement bringing sensible images back to the imagination and bouncing
them off external meanings. In the second, the Devil *assumes” real ani-
mal bodies, even transporting the accidents and affects befalling them to
other bodies (for example, a cat or a wolf that has been taken over by the
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Devil can receive wounds that are relayed to an exacily corresponding part
of a human body).28 This is a way of saying that the human being does not
become animal in reality, but that there is nevertheless a demonic reality of
the becoming-animal of the human being. Therefore it is certain that the
demon performs local transports of all kinds. The Devil is a transporter; he
transports humors, affects, or even bodies (the Inquisition brooks no com-
promises on this power of the Devil: the witch’s broom, or “the Devil take
you”). But these transports cross neither the barrier of essential forms nor
that of substances or subjects.

There is another, altogether different, problem concerning the laws of
nature that has to do not with demonology but with alchemy, and above all
physics. It is the problem of accidential forms, distinct from both essential
forms and determined subjects. For accidental forms are susceptible to
more and less: more or less charitable, but also more or less white, more or
less warm. A degree of heat is a perfectly individuated warmth distinct
from the substance or the subject that receives it. A degree of beat can enter
into composition with a degree of whiteness, or with another degree of
heat, to form a third unique individuality distinct from that of the subject.
What is the individuality of a day, a season, an event? A shorter day and a
longer day are not, strictly speaking, extensions but degrees proper to
extension, just as there are degrees proper to heat, color, etc. An accidental
form therefore has a “latitude” constituted by a certain number of
composable individuations. A degree, an intensity, Is an individual, a
Haecceily that enters into composition with other degrees, other intensi-
ties, to form another individual. Can latitude be explained by the fact that
the subject participates more or less in the accidental form? But do these
degrees of participation not imply a flutter, a vibration in the form itself
that is not reducible to the properties of a subject? Moreover, if intensities
of heat are not composed by addition, it 15 because one must add their
respective subjects; it is the subjects that prevent the heat of the whole from
increasing. All the more reason to effect distributions of intensity, to estab-
lish latitudes that are “deformedly deformed,” speeds, slownesses, and
degrees of all kinds corresponding to a body or set of bodies taken as longi-
tude: a cartography.?? In short, between substantial forms and determined
subjects, benween the two, there is not only a whole operation of demonic
local transports but a natural play of haecceities, degrees, intensities,
events, and accidents that compose individuations totally different from
those of the well-formed subjects that receive them.

Memories of a Spinozist, 1. Substantial or essential forms have been cri-
tiqued in many different ways. Spinoza’s approach is radical: Arrive at ele-
ments that no Jonger have either form or function, that are abstract in this
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sense even though they are perfectly real. They are distinguished solely by
movement and rtest, slowness and speed. They are not atoms, in other
words, finite elements still endowed with form. Nor are they indefinitely
divisible. They are infinitely small, ultimate parts of an actual infinity, laid
out on the same plane of consistency or composition. They are not defined
by their number since they always come in infinities. However, depending
on their degree of speed or the relation of movement and rest into which
they enter, they belong to a given Individual, which may itself be part of
another Individual governed by another, more complex, relation, and so
on to infinity. There are thus smaller and larger infinities, not by virtue of
their number, but by virtue of the composition of the relation into which
their parts enter. Thus each individual is an infinite multiplicity, and the
whole of Nature is a multiplicity of perfectly individuated multiplicities.
The plane of consistency of Nature is like an immense Abstract Machine,
abstract yet real and individual; its pieces are the various assemblages and
individuals, each of which groups together an infinity of particles entering
into an infinity of more or less interconnected relations. There is therefore
a unity to the plane of nature, which applies equally to the inanimate and
the animate, the artificial and the natural. This plane has nothing to do
with a form or a figure, nor with a design or a function. Its unity has nothing
to do with a ground buried deep within things, nor with an end or a project
in the mind of God. Instead, it is a plane upon which everything is laid out,
and which is like the intersection of all forms, the machine of all functions;
its dimensions, however, increase with those of the multiplicities of indi-
vidualities it cuts across. It is a fixed plane, upon which things are dis-
i_:inguished from one another only by speed and slowness. A plane of
immanence or univocality opposed to analogy. The One is said with a single
meaning of all the multiple. Being expresses in a single meaning all that
differs, *What we are talking about is not the vnity of substance but the infinity
of the modifications that are part of one another on this unique plane of life.
The never-ending debate between Cuvier and Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire:
both agree at least in denouncing resemblances, or imaginary, sensible
analogies. but in Cuvier, scientific definition concerns the relations
between organs, and between organs and functions. Cuvier thus takes anal-
ogy to the scientific stage, making it an analogy of proportionality. The
unity of the plane, according to him, can only be a unity of analogy, there-
fore a transcendent unity that cannot be realized without fragmenting into
distinct branches, according to irreducible, uncrossable, heterogeneous
compositions. Baer would later add: according to noncommunicating
types of development and differentiation. The plane is a hidden plan(e) of
organization, a structure or genesis. Geoffroy has an entirely different
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point of view because he goes beyond organs and functions to abstract cle-
ments he terms “anatomical,” even to particles, pure materials that enter
into various combinations, forming a given organ and assuming a given
function depending on their degree of speed or slowness. Speed and slow-
ness, movement and rest, tardiness and rapidity subordinate not onty the
forms of structure but also the types of development. This approach later
reappears in an evolutionist framework, with Perrier’s tachygenesis and
differential rates of growth in allometry: species as kinematic entities that
are either precocious or retarded. (Even the question of fertility is ess one
of form and function than speed; do the paternal chromosomes arrive early
enough to bé incorporated into the nuclei?) In any case, there is a pure
plane of immanence, univocality, composition, upon which everything is
given, upon which unformed elements and materials dance that are distin-
guished from one another only by their speed and that enter into this or
that individuated assemblage depending on their connections, their rela-
tions of movement. A fixed plane of life upon which everything stirs, siows
down or accelerates. A single abstract Animal for all the assemblages that
effectuate it. A unigue plane of consistency or composition for the cephalo-
pod and the vertebrate; for the vertebrate to become an Octopus or Cuttle-
fish, all it would have to do is fold itself in two fast enough to fuse the
elements of the halves of its back together, then bring its pelvis up to the
nape of its neck and gather its limbs together into one of its extremities, like
“a clown who throws his head and shoulders back and wallks on his head
and hands.”* Plication. It is no longer a question of organs and functions,
and of a transcendent Plane that can preside over their organization only
by means of analogical relations and types of divergent development. ftisa
guestion not of erganization but of composition; not of development or
differentiation but of movement and rest, speed and slowness. It isa ques-
tion of elements and particles, which do or do not arrive fast enough to
effect a passage, a becoming or jump on the same plane of pure imma-
nence. And if there are in fact jumps, rifts between assemblages, it is not by
virtue of their essential irreducibility but rather because there are always
elements that do not arrive on time, or arrive after everything is over; thus
it is necessary to pass through fog, to cross voids, to have lead times and
delays, which are themselves part of the plane of immanence. Even the
failures are part of the plane. We must try to conceive of this world in which
a single fixed plane—which we shall call a plane of absolute immobility or
absolute movement—is traversed by nonformal elements of relative speed
that enter this or that individuated assemblage depending on their de-
grees of speed and slowness. A plane of consistency peopled by anony-
mous matter, by infinite bits of impalpable matter entering into varying
connections. ‘ :




256 O 1730: BECOMING-INTENSE, BECOMING-ANIMAL . _ .

Childreq are Spinozists. When Little Hans talks about a “peepee-
maker,” he: 18 r.eferring notto an organ or an organic function but basically
_to a ma}tenal, 1n other words, to an aggregate whose elements vary accord-
Ing Lo its conmections, its relations of movement and rest, the different
individuated assemblages it enters. Does a git] have a peepe’e—maker‘? The
boy_says ves, and not by analogy, norin order to conjure away a fear of cas-
tration. It is obvious that girls have a peepee-maker because they effec-
ti.ve]y pee: a machinic functioning rather than an organic function. Quite
simply, the same material has different connections, different relations of
movc?ment ?.Ild rest, enters different assemblages in the case of the boy and
the girl (a girl does not pee standing or into the distance). Does a locomo-
tive have a peepee-maker? Yes, in yet another machinic assemblage. Chairs
dog’t have them: but that is because the elements of the chair were not abie
to integrate this material into their relations, or decomposed the relation
with that material to the point that it vielded something else, a rung, for
e.xample. ithasbeen noted that for children an organ has “a thojusandvvicis-
sifudes,” tha.t it is “difficult to localize, difficult to identify, it is in turn a
bone, an engine, excrement, the baby,ahand, daddy’sheart . . .” Thisisnot
at all pecause the organ is experienced as a part-object. 1t is because the
organ 1s exactly what its elements make it according to their relation of
movement or rest, and the way in which this relation combines with or
sphtsloff from that of neighboring elements. This is not animism, any more
than it is mechanism; rather, it is universal machinism: a plane’of consis-

tency occupied by an immense abstract machine comprising an infinite
number of assemblages. Children’s questions are poorlyunderstood if they
are not seen as question-machines; that is why indefinite articles play so
Important a role in these questions (a belty, a child, a horse, a chair, “how is
a person made?”). Spinozism is the becoming-child of the philosolgher We
cal! the longi:tude of abody the particle aggregates belongingto that bociy in
a given relation; these agpregates are part of each other depending on the

composition of the relation that defines the individuated assemblage of
the body.

J%/{emwies of a Spinozist, ¥1. There is another aspectto Spinoza. To every
FBIF:lTl_On of movement and rest, speed and slowness grouping together an
1nflp ity of parts, there corresponds a degree of power. To the relations com-
posing, decomposing, or modifying an individual {here correspond inten-
sities Fh_at affect it, augmenting or diminishing its power to act; these
intensities come from external-parts or from the individual’s ow1; parts
Affects are becomings. Spinoza asks: What can a body do? We call the !cm'-.
tude of abody the affects of which it is capable at a given degree of power, or
rather within the limits of that degree. Latitude is made up ofintensive pa,rts
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falling under a capacity, and longitude of extensive parts falling under arela-
tion. In the same way that we avoided defining a body by its organs and
functions, we will avoid defining it by Species or Genus characteristics;
instead we will seek to count its affects. This kind of study is called
ethology, and this is the sense in which Spinoza wrote a true Ethics. A race-
horse is more different from a workhorse than a workhorse is from an ox.,
Von Uexkiill, in defining animal worlds, looks for the active and passive
affects of which the animal is capable in the individuated assemblage of
which it is a part. For example, the Tick, attracted by the light, hoists itself
up to the tip of a branch; it is sensitive to the smell of mammals, and lets
itself fall when one passes beneath the branch; it digs into its skin, at the
least hairy place it can find. Just three affects; the rest of the time the tick
sleeps, sometimes for years on end, indifferent to all that goes on in the
immense forest. Its degree of power is indeed bounded by two litnits: the
optimal limit of the feast after which it dies, and the pessimal limit of the
fast as it waits. It will be said that the tick’s three affects assume genezic and
specific characteristics, organs and functions, legs and snout. This is true
from the standpoint of physiology, but not from the standpoint of Ethics.
Quite the contrary, in Fthics the organic characteristics derive from longi-
tude and its relations, from latitude and its degrees. We know nothing
about a body until we know what it can do, in other words, what its affects
are, how they can or cannot enter into compesition with other affects, with
the affects of another body, either to destroy that body or to be destroyed by
it, either to exchange actions and passions with it or to join with it in com-
posing a more powerful body.

Once again, we turn to children. Note how they talk about animals, and
are moved by them. They make a list of affects, Little Hans’s horse is not
representative but affective. It is not a member of a species but an element
or individial in a machinic assemblage: draft horse-omnibus-street. It is
defined by a list of active and passive affects in the context of the
individuated assemblage it is part of: having eyes blocked by blinders, hav-
ing a bit and a bridle, being proud, having a big peepee-maler, puiling
heavy loads, being whipped, falling, making a din with its legs, biting, etc.
These affects circulate and are transformed within the assemblage: what a
horse “can do.” They indeed have an optimal limit at the summit of horse-
power, but also a pessimal threshold: a horse falls down in the street! It can’t
pet back on its feet with that heavy load on its back, and the excessive whip-
ping; a horse is going to diel—this was an ordinary sight in those days
(Nietzsche, Dostayevsky, Nijinsky lamented it). So just what is the
becoming-horse of Little Hans? Hans is also takenup in an assemblage: his
mother’s bed, the paternal element, the house, the café across the street, the
nearby warehouse, the street, the right to go out onto the street, the winning



258 1 1730: BECOMING-INTENSE, BECOMING-ANIMAL . ..

of this right, the pride of winning it, but also the dangers of winning it, the

fall, spame E _These are not phantasies or subjective reveries: it is n’ot a

question of 1m;tating a horse, “playing” horse, identifying with one, or

even experiencing feelings of pity or sympathy. Neither does it have tc; do
w.rth an objective analogy between assemblages. The question is whether

Little Hans can endow his own elements with the relations of movement

an.d rest, the affects, that would make it become horse, forms and subjects

aside. Is there an as yet unknown assemblage that would be neither Hans's
nor the horse’s, but that of the becoming-horse of Hans? An assemblage

for exarppie, in which the horse would bare its teeth and Hans might shcm;
something eise, his feet, hislegs, his peepee-maker, whatever? And in what

way would that ameliorate Hans’s problem, to what extent would it open a

way ouf that had been previously blocked? When Hofmannsthal contem-

plates the death throes of a rat, it is in him that the animal “bares his teeth at
monstrous fate.” This is not a feeling of pity, as he makes clear; still less an
1c_lent1f1cation. It is a composition of speeds and affects involving entirely

differ’ent individuals, a symbiosis; it makes the rat become a thought, a
feven?‘h t_hought in the man, at the same time as the man becomes 2 r,at
gnashmg itsteeth in its death throes. The rat and the man are in no way the
same thing, but Being expresses them both in a single meaning in a lan-
guage tpat is no longer that of words, in a matier that is no longer that of
fpr}ns,‘ln an affectability that is no longer that of subjects. Unnatural par-
t:czparzqn: Bu}t the plane of composition, the plane of Nature, is precisely
for participations of this kind, and continuaily makes and unmakes their
asscmlbl_ages, employing every artifice,

‘ This is not an analogy, or a product of the imagination, but a composi-
tion of speeds and affects on the plane of consistency: a plan(e), a program
or rather a diagram, a problem, a question-machine. Viadimir Slepian for:
mulates the “problem” in a thoroughly curious text: I'm hungry, always
hungry, a man should not be hungry, so I’ll have to become a dog—but
how? This will not involve imitating a dog, nor an analogy of relations. I
must succeed in endowing the parts of my body with relations of speed and
§lown§ss that will make it become dog, in an original assemblage proceed-
ing netther by resemblance nor by analogy. For I cannot become dog with-
out the dog itself becoming something else. Skepian gets the idea of using
shoes to solve this problem, the artifice of the shoes. If I wear shoes on my
hands, then their elements will enter into a new relation, resulting in the
affect or becoming I seek. But how will I be able to tie the shoe on my sec-
ond hand_, ofice the first is already occupied? With my mouth, which in
jturn receives an investment in the assemblage, becoming a dog muzzle,
insofar as a dog muzzle is now used to tie shoes. At each stage of the prob-
lem, what needs to be done is not to compare two organs but to place ele-

N
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ments or materials in a relation that uproots the organ from its specificity,
making it become “with” the other organ. But this becoming, which has
already taken in feet, hands, and mouth, will nevertheless fail. It founders
on the tail, The tail would have had to have been invested, forced to exhibit
elements common to the sexual organ and the caudal appendage, 50 that
the former would be taken up in the becoming-dog of the man at the same
time as the latter were taken up in a becoming of the dog, in another becom-
ing that would also be part of the assemblage. The plan(e) fails, Siepian fal-
ters on this point. The tajl remains an organ of the man on the one hand and
an appendage of the dog on the other; their relations do not enter into cor-
position in the new assemblage. This is where psychoanalytic drift sets in,
bringing back all the clichés about the tail, the mother, the childhood mem-
ory of the mother threading needles, all those concrete figures and sym-
bolic analogies.?! But this is the way Slepian wants it in this fine text. For
there is a way in which the failure of the plan(e) is part of the plan(e) itself:
The plan{e) isinfinite, you can start it in a thousand different ways; you will
always find something that comes too late or too early, forcing you to
recompose all of vour relations of speed and slowness, all of your affects,
and to rearrange the overall assemblage. An infinite undertaking. But there
is another way in which the plan(e) fails; this time, it is because another
planfe} returns full force, breaking the becoming-animal, folding the ani-
mal back onto the animal and the person onto the person, recognizing only
resemblances between elements and analogies between relations. Slepian
confronts both dangers.

We wish to make a simple point about psychoanalysis: from the begin-
ning, it has often cacountered the question of the becomings-animal of the
human being: in children, who continually undergo becomings of this
kind; in fetishism and in particular masochism, which continually con-
front this problem. The least that can be said is that the psychoanalysts,
even Jung, did not understand, or did not want to understand. They killed
becoming-animal, in the adult as in the child. They saw nothing, They see
the animal as a representative of drives, or a representation of the parents.
They do not see the reality of a becoming-animal, that it is affect in itself,
the drive in person, and represents nothing, There exist no other drives
than the assemblages themselves. There are two classic texts in which
Freud sees nothing but the father in the becoming-horse of Hans, and
Ferenczi sees the same in the becoming-cock of Arpad. The horse’s blind-
ers are the father’s eyeglasses, the black around its mouth is his mustache,
its kicks are the parents’ “lovemaking.” Not one word about Hans’s rela-
tion to the street, on how the street was forbidden to him, on what itisfora
child to see the spectacle “a horse is proud, a blinded horse pulls, a horse
falls, a horse is whipped . . .” Psychoanalysis has no feeling for unnatural
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participations, nor for the assemblages a child can mount in order to solve
a_prpblem from which all exits are barred him: a planfe), not a phantas
Slmllarly, fewef stupidities would be uttered on the topic :)f pain humilig-
tion, a_nd anxiety in masochism if it were understood that, it is the
becomings-animal that lead the masochism, not the other way around
Thfazje are always apparatuses, tools, engines involved, there are alwa s
artifices . apd constraints used in taking Nature to the fullest. That }irs
b'ecause I 18 necessary to annul the organs, to shut them away so that their
11berat§d ele_ments can enter into the new relations from which the
becoming-animal, and the circulation of affects within the machinic
assemblage, .will result. As we have seen elsewhere, this was the case for the
mask,‘ the bridle, the bit, and the penis sheath in Equus eroticus: paradoxi-
c_ally, 1 the becoming-horse assemblage the man subdues his ow-n “instine-
tive” forces while the animal transmits to him its “acquired” forces
Reve{sal, unnatural participation. And the boots of the woman-master-
function to annyl the leg as a human organ, to make the elements of the le
enter a reiation suited to the overall assemblage: “In this way, it will ng
longer })e woxpen’s legs that have an effect on me .. " But tc; break the
becommg-amm.al all that is nceded is to extract a segment from it, to
abstract one of its moments, to fail to take into account its internal spe,eds
and glownesses, to arrest the circulation of affects. Then nothing remains
but 1maginax."y resemblances between terms, or symbolic analogies
between relations. This segment refers to the father, that relation of move-
ment and rest refers to the primal scene, ete. It must be recognized that psy-
choanalysis alone is not enough to bring about this breakage. It only brinys
out a danger inherent in becoming. There is always the danger of findir%
yourself “playing” the animal, the domestic Oedipal animal, Miller going
bow:wow andtaking a bone, Fitzgerald licking your hand, Slel;ian returning
to his mother, or the old man playing horse or dog on an erotic posteard
from 1900 (and “playing” at being a wild animal would be no better)
Becomings-animal continually run these dangers. '

‘Memoﬁes of @ Haecceity. A body is not defined by the form that deter-
mines it nor as a determinate substance or subject nor by the organs it pos-
sesses or the functions it fulfills. On the plane of consistency, a hody is
defined 0??1}) by g longitude and a latitude: in other words the sflm totaJE) of
the material elements belonging to it under given relations of movement
and res-t, _sp’ecd and slowness (longitude); the sum total of the intensive
affect_s 1t 15 capable of at a given power or degree of potential (latitude)
MNothing b].:t affects and local movements, differential speeds. The credit.
goes to Spinoza for calling attention to these two dimensions of the Body,
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and for having defined the plane of Nature as pure longitude and tatitude.
Latitude and longitude are the two elements of a cartography.

There is a mode of individuation very different from that of a person,
subject, thing, or substance. We reserve the name haecceity for it.33 A sea-
son, a winter, a summer; an hour, a date have a perfect individuality lacking
nothing, even though this individuality is different from that ofa thingora
subject. They are haecceities in the sense that they consist entirely of rela-
tions of movement and rest between molecules or particles, capacities 10
affect and be affected. When demonology expounds upon the diabolical
art of local movements andtransports of affect, it also notes the impor-
tance of rain, hail, wind, pestilential air, or air polluted by noxious parti-
cles, favorable conditions for these transports. Tales must contain
haecceities that are not simply emplacements, but concrete individuations
that have a status of their own and direct the metamorphosis of things and
subjects, Among types of civilizations, the Orient has many more
individuations by haecceity than by subjectivity or substantiality: the
haiku, for example, must include indicators as so many floating lines con-
stituting a complex individual, In Charlotte Bronté, everything is in terms
of wind, things, people, faces, loves, words. Lorca’s “five in the evening,”
when love falls and fascism rises. That awful five in the evening! We say,
“What a story!” “What heat!” “What a life!” to designate a very singular
individuation. The hours of the day in Lawrence, in Faulkner. A degree of
heat, an intensity of white, are perfect individualities; and a degree of heat
can combine in latitude with another degree to form a new individual, asin

a body that is cold here and hot there depending on its longitude. Norwe-
gian omelette. A degree of heat can combine with an intensity of white, as
in certain white sldes of a hot summer. This is in no way an individuality of
the instant, as opposed to the individuality of permanences or durations. A
tear-off calendar has just as much time as a perpetual calendar, alihough
the time in question is not the same. There are animals that live no longer
than a day or an hour; conversely, a group of years can be aslong as the most
durable subject or object. We can conceive of an abstract time that is equal
for haecceities and for subjects or things. Between the extreme slownesses
and vertiginous speeds of geology and astronomy, Michel Tournier places
meteorology, where meteors live at our pace: “A cloud forms in the sky like
an image in my brain, the wind blows like I breathe, a rainbow spans the
horizon for as long as my heart needs to reconcile itself to life, the summer
passes like vacation drifts by.” But is it by chance that in Tournier’s novel
this certitude can come only to a twin hero who is deformed and
desubjectified, and has acquired a certain ubiguity?*! Even when times are
abstractly equal, the individuation of a life is not the same as the
individuation of the subject that leads it or serves as its support. it is not the
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same Plane: in the first case, it is the plane of consistency or of composition
of haecceities, which knows only speeds and affects; and in the second case,
itis the altogether different plane of forms, substances, and subjects. And it
is not in the same time, the same temporality. deon. the indefinite time of
the event, the floating line that knows only speeds and continuatly divides
that which transpires into an already-there that is at the same time not-yet-
here, a simultaneous too-late and toc-early, a something that s both going
to happen and has just happened. Chronos: the time of measure that situ-
ates things and persons, develops a form, and determines a subject, 3%
Boulez distinguishes tempo and nontempo in music: the “pulsed time” of &
formal and funetional music based on values versus the “nonpulsed time”

of a floating music, both floating and machinic, which has nothing but

speeds or differences in dynamic.3¢ In short, the difference is not at all

between the ephemeral and the durable, nor even between the regular and
the irregular, but between two modes of individuation, two modes of
temporality.

We must avoid an oversimplified conciliation, as though there were on
the one hand formed subjects, of the thing or person type, and on the other
hand spatiotemporal coordinates of the haecceity type. For you will yield
nothing to haecceities unless you realize that that is what you are, and that
you are nothing but that. When the face becomes a haecceity: “It seemed a
curious mixture that simply made do with time, weather and these peo-
ple.”* You are longitude and latitude, a set of speeds and slownesses
between unformed particles, a set of nonsubjectified affects. You have the
individuality of a day, a season, a year, a life (regardless of its duration)—a
climate, a wind, a fog, a swarm, a pack (regardless of its regularity), Or at
least you can have it, you can reach it. A cloud of locusts carried in by the
wind at five in the evening; a vampire who goes out at night, a2 werewolf at
full moon. It should not be thought that a haccceity consists simply of a
decor or backdrop that situates subjects, or of appendages that hold things
and people to the ground. It is the eatire assemblage in its individuated
aggregate that is a haecceity; it is this assemblage that is defined by alongi-
tude and a latitude, by speeds and affects, independently of forms and sub-

jects, which belong to another plane, It is the wolf itself, and the horse, and
the child, that cease to be subjects to become events, in assemblages that
are inseparable from an hour, a season, an atmosphere, an air, a life. The
street enters into composition with the horse, just as the dying rat enters
into composition with the air, and the beast and the full moon enter into
composition“with each other.-At'most, we may distinguish assemblage
haecceities (a body considered only as longitude and latitude) and
interassemblage haecceities, which also mark the potentialities of becom-
ing within each assemblage (the milieu of intersectiongof the longitudes

o
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and latitudes). But the two are strictly insgparablfe. Climate, wind, season,
hour are not of another nature than the things, z_lm}nals, or people thatllgiog-
ulate them, follow them, sleep and awaken V\iithln, them. This shou i be
read without a pause: the animal-stalks-at—fwe-o‘c:lock: Thef becomlgg-
gvening, becoming-night of an animat, bloqd nupu.als. Fiveo Floclc ist és
animal! This animal is this place! “The thin dog is running in the r?a 1,
this dog is the road,” cries Virgiqia Woolf. That 1is ho»‘v we ne;dhto he.:e .
Spatiotemporal relations, determinations, arc not predicates of t etf uﬁg
but dimensions of multiplicities. The street is as much a .part of t f;
omnibus-horse assemblage as the Hans assemblage_the becoming-horse ¢
which it initiates. We are all five o’clock in t.he evening, or ano‘Eher hour, or
rather two hours simultaneously, the opt1mal and the pcss‘nnal,‘ noon-
midnight, but distributed in a variable fgshlo.n. The plane of con§tstency
contains only haecceities, along intersecting lines. Forms and subjects ta}:rle
not of that world. Virginia Woolf's walk thr'ougl-} the crowd, among ‘e
taxis. Taking a walk is a haecceity; never agam”wﬂl I\Ers. Dalloway say 10_
herself, “T am this, [ am that, he isthis, heis _that. 'And S}-je felt very young;
at the same time unspeakably aged. Shg sliced like a knife through evt?r){-
thing; at the same time was outside, lool-cmg on....She amays had tpe Fe -
ing that it was very, very dangerous to live even oneldz_iy. ; Haecpeﬂy, ?g;
glare. A haecceity has neither beginning nor enq, origin nor de_stmat;op, i
is always in the middle. It is not made of points, only of lines, It is a
rhl,i(l)lrcrlﬁi:"t 15 not the same language, at least not t_h.e same usage of ‘languz;ige_
For if the plane of consistency only has haecc.eums for content, it also das
its own particular semiotic to Serve as expression. A plane of content and a
plane of expression. This semiotic is composed above all of proper narn_e?,
verbs in the infinitive and indefinite articles or pronouns. I ndefinite article
+ proper name + infinitive verb constitutes the basic chain of exp.resmc;n,
correlative to the feast formalized contents, fr‘om‘ t'he standpoint of a
semiotic that has freed itself from both form_al 51gr1-nf1.an'ci_3s apdl personal
subjectifications. In the first place, the verb in the 1nf1mt:_ve is in no ;Nag
indeterminate with respect to time; it expresses the ﬂoatmg, npnpu se
time properto Aeon, in other words, the time of the pure eventorof becfor;;-
ing, which articulates relative speeds and slowgesses mdependently of the
chronometric or chronological values thzftt pr_n; assumes in the other
modes. There is good reason to oppose the mfmm\{e as mocl.e and tense of
becoming to all of the other modes and tenses, which Eertaul to Chrcl)m:l)s
since they form pulsations or values of being (thfa v?r'_b_ to be is prf_':(nsely
the only one that has no infinitive, or rather the infinitive of which is only
an indeterminate, empty expression, taken absiractly to des;gnat; the sum
total of definite modes and tenses).?? Second, the proper name 13 no way
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the indicator of a subject; thus it seems useless to ask whether its operation
reser_nbles the nomination of a species, according to whether the subject is
con51_d.ered to be of another nature than that of the Form under which it is
c'lassﬁ"led, or only the ultimate act of that Form, the limit of classifica-
tion,** The proper name does not indicate a subject; nor does a noun take
on the value of a proper name as a function of a f(’::rm or a species. The
proper name fundamentally designates something that is of the order of
the event, of becoming or ofthe haecceity. It is the military men and meteo-
rologlsjts who hold the secret of proper names, when they give them to a
strategic operation or a hurricane. The proper name is not the subject of a
tense but the agent of an infinitive. It marks a longitude and a latitude. If
Ticl, ngf, Horse, etc., are true proper names, they are so not by virtuelof
the specific and generic denominators that characterize them but of the
specdsthat compose them and the affects that fill them; it is by virtue of the
event they are in themselves and in the assembiages—the becoming-horse
([)rf thtlf Halis, the becoming-wolf of the Were [which etymologically
naena]x;:). man —Trans ], the becoming-tick of the Stoic {other proper
u Thu‘d,_the indefinite articie and the indefinite pronoun are no more
1§1determ1'nate than the infinitive. Or rather they are lacking a determina-
tion only 1nsofar as they are applied to a form that is itself indeterminate
or to a determinable subject. On the other hand, they lack nothing when,
they .mtroduce haecceities, events, the individuation of which does not
pass‘mto a form and is not effected by a subject. The indefinite then has
maximum determination: once upon a time: a child is being beaten;a horse
1s falling ... Here, the elements in play find their individuatim’l in the
assemblage of which they are a part, independent of the form of their con-
cept and the subjectivity of their person. We have remarked several times
the extent to which children use the indefinite not as something indetermi-
nate but, onthe contrary, as an individuating function within a collectivity.
That is why we are dumbfounded by the efforts of psychoanalysis whicﬁ
dt_esperately waris there to be something definite hidden behind thc’indefi—
nite, a possessive, a person. When the child says “a belly,” “z horse,” “how
‘c‘lo people grow up?” “someone is beating @ child,” the psychoanaly;t hears
my belly,” “the father,” “will I grow up to be like daddy?” The psychoana-
¥yst asks: Who is being beaten, and by whom?! Even linguistics is not
immune from the same prejudice, inasmuch as it is inseparable from a
personology; according to linguistics, in addition to the indefinite article
and. the_p_ro‘noun, the third-person pronoun also lacks the determination of
subjectivity that is proper to the first two persons and is supposedly the
necessary condition for all enunciation, 2
Ve believe on the contrary that the third person indefinite, HE, THEY,
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implies no indetermination from this point of view; it ties the statement to
a collective assemblage, as its necessary condition, rather than toa subject
of the enunciaiion. Blanchot is correct in saying that ONE and HE—one is
dying, e is unhappy—in no way take the place of a subject, but instead do
away with any subject in favor of an assemblage of the haecceity type that
carries or brings out the event insofar as it is unformed and incapable of
being effectuated by persons (*something happens to them that they can
only get a grip on again by letting go of their ability 1o say ™. ThedEdoes
not represent a subject but rather makes a diagram of an assemblage. It
does not overcode statements, it does not transcend them as do the first
two persons; on the contrary, it prevents them from falling under the tyr-
anny of subjective or signifying constellations, under the regime of empty
redundancies. The contents of the chains of expression it articulates are
those that can be assembled for a maximum number of occurrences and
becomings. “They arrive like fate . . . where do they come from, how have
they pushed this far .. .7°* He or one, indefinite article, proper name,
infinitive verb: A HANS TO BECOME HORSE, A PACK NAMED WOLF TO LOOK AT
HE, ONETO DIE, WASP TO MEET ORCHID, THEY ARRIVEHUNS. Classified ads,
telegraphic machines on the plane of consistency (once again, we are
reminded of the procedures of Chinese poetry and the rules for translation
suggested by the best commentators).™

Memeries of a Plan{e) Maker. Perhaps there are two planes, or two ways
of conceptualizing the plane. The plane can be a hidden principle, which
makes visible what is seen and audible what is heard, etc., which at every
instant causes the given to be given, in this or that state, at this or that
moment. But the plane itseifis not given. It is by nature hidden. it can only
be inferred, induced, concluded from that to which it gives rise (simuitane-
ously or successively, synchronically or diachronically). A plane of this
kind is as much a plan{e) of organization as of development: it is structural
or genetic, and both at once, siructure and genesis, the structural planfe)of
formed organizations with their developments, the genetic plan{e} of evo-
lutionary developments with their organizations. These are only nuances
of this first conception of the plane, To accord these nuances too much
importance would prevent us from grasping something more imporiant;
that the plan(e), conceived or made in this fashion, always concerns the
development of forms and the formation of subjects. A hidden structure
necessary for forms, a secret signifier necessary for subjects. It ensues that
the plan(e) itself will not be given. It exists only in a supplementary dimen-
sion to that to which it gives rise (# +1). This makes it a teleological plan(e},
a design, a mental principle. It is a plan(e) of transcendence. It is a plan(e)
of analogy, either because it assigns the eminent term of a development or
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becau_se 1t establishes the propertional relations of a structure. {1 may be i
‘Fhe mind of a god, or in the unconscious oflife, of the soul, or o-flan uya e: 1:
1s giways qonciuded irom its own effects. It is always inférred Evegn zj% z't' :'s
said to be immanent, itis so only by absence, analogically (met.aphoricall
metonymm’%lly, etc_.). The tree is given in the seed, but as a function ofy,
pian(e_) th_at 1§ notlglven. The same applies to music. The developmenta) o?
organlzgtlonai principle does not appear in itself, in a direct relation witl
thcilt V\:’thh de\{elops oriserganized: There is a transcendent compositio ;
pr:qcrple tha? 18 not of the nature of sound, that is not “audible” II)J if;selt{l i,
for.ltself. "This opens the way for all possible interpretations Fgrms ar?g
their developments, and subjects and their formations relate. to a plan{e)
that operates as a transcendent unity or hidden princip,le. The p]anlze) can
a'lways be_ described, but as a part aside, as ungiven in that to which it gives
rise. Is ’[h_1s ngt how even Balzac, even Proust, describe their work’s ]En(e)
of organization or development, as though in a metalanguage'?pIs not
Stgcl‘chausen also obliged to describe the structure of his sound f'orrns
existing “alo_ngside“ them, since lie is unable to make it audible? Li?g
plan(e), music plan(e), writing plan(e), it’s all the same: a plan{e) tha:r can
1ot be given as such, that can only be inferred from the forms it develo s
and the subjec‘{s it forms, since it is for these forms and these subjects 7
Then‘there 1s an altogether different plane, or an altogether differ-ent
conception of the plane. Here, there are no longer any forms or develo
ments of forms; nor are there subjects or the formation of subjects There];-
no structure, any more than there is genesis. There are only reléttions 0?
movement and rest, speed and slowness between unformed elements arat
Ieast' between elements that are relatively unformed molecules, and
p.amc]?s of all kinds. There are only haecceities, affects ,subjectless indi
vzfiuatlon‘s that constitute collective assemblages. Noth,ing develops bul‘;
thnllgs arrive l_ajne or early, and form this or that assemblage dependiﬁg on
their compositions of speed. Nothing subjectifies, but haecceities form
ac;ordmg to cpmpositions of nonsubjectified powers or affects. We call
th;s.piane, which knows only longitudes and latitudes speeds a'nd haec-
ceities, tl.}e p‘lane of consistency or composition (as opp,osed to the plan{e)
of organization or development). It is necessarily a plane of immanence
and unlv‘ocahty. We therefore call it the plane of Nature although nature
has nothing to do with it, since on this plane there is no dis’tinction between
the natural and the artificial. However many dimensions it may have, it
never has a supplementary dimension to that which transpires upon’it
That alone n?akcs it naturaland immanent. The same goes for the princi lé
of contrad-lct.ion: this plane could also be called the plane pof
noncontyad:ctlon. The plane of consistency could be called the plane of
nonconsistency. It is a geometrical plane, no longer tied to a mental design
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but io an abstract design. Its number of dimensions continually increases
as what happens happens, but even so it loses nothing of its planitude. 1t is
thus a plane of proliferation, peopling, contagion; but this proliferation of
material has nothing to do with an evolution, the development ofaformor
the filiation of forms. Still less is it a regression leading back toa principle.
1t is on the contrary an fnvolution, in which form is constantly being dis-
solved, freeing times and speeds. It is a fixed plane, a fixed sound plane, or
visual plane, or writing plane, etc, Here, fixed does not mean immobile: it
is the absolute state of movement as well as of rest, from which all relative
speeds and slownesses spring, and nothing but them. Certain modern
musicians oppose the transcendent plan{e) of organization, which is said
to have dominated alf of Western classical music, to the immanent sound
plane, which is always given along with that to which it gives rise, brings the
imperceptible to perception, and carries only differential speeds.and
slownesses in a kind of molecular lapping: the work of art miist mark sec-
onds, tenths and hundredths of seconds.*s Or ratheritisa question of a free-
ing of time, Aeon, a nonpulsed time for a floating music, as Boulez says, an
electronic music in which forms are replaced by pure modifications of
speed. It is undoubtedly John Cage who first and most perfectly deployed
this fixed sound plane, which affirms a process against all structure and
genesis, a floating time against pulsed time or tempo, experimentation
against any kind of interpretation, and in which silence as sonorous rest
also marks the absolute state of movement. The same could be said of
the fixed visual plane: Godard, for example, effectively carries the fixed
plane of cinema to this state where forms dissolve, and all that subsists are
tiny variations of speed between movements in composition. Nathalie
Sarraute, for her part, proposes a clear distinction between two planes of
writing: a transcendent plan(e) that organizes and develops forms (genres,
themes, motifs) and assigns and develops subjects (personages, characters,
feelings); and an altogether different plane that liberates the particles of an
anonymous matter, allowing them to communicate through the “enve-
lope” of forms and subjects, retaining between them only relations of
movement and rest, speed and stowness, {loating affects, so that the plane
itself is perceived at the same time as it allows us to perceive the impercep-
tible (the microplane, the molecular plane).*’ So from the point of viewofa
well-founded abstraction, we can make it seem as though the two planes,
the two conceptions of the plane, were in clear and absolute opposition.
From this point of view, we can say, You can see the difference between the
following two types of propositions: (1) forms develop and subjects form as
a function of a plan(e) that can only be inferred (the plan[e] of organi-
zation-development); (2} there are only speeds and slownesses between
unformed elements, and affects between nonsubjectified powers, asa func-
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tion of a plane that is necessarily given at the same time as that to which it
gives rise (the plane of consistency or composition),8
Lt us consider three major cases from nineteenth-century German lit-
erature, Holderlin, Kieist, and Nietzsche., First, Halderlin’s extraordinary
composition, Hyperion, as analyzed by Robert Rovini: the importance of
haecceities of the season type. These constitute, in two different ways, the
“frame of the narrative” (planfe]) and the details of what happens within
that frame (the assemblages and interassembiages).® He also notes how the
succession of the seasons and the superposition of the same season from
different years dissolves forms and persons and gives rise to movements,
speeds, delays, and affects, as if as the narrative progressed something were
escaping from an impalpable matter, And perhaps also the relation to a
“realpolitik,” to a war machine, to a musical machine of dissonance.
Kleist: everything with him, in his writing as in his life, becomes speed
and slowness. A succession of catatonic freezes and extreme velocities,
fainting spells and shooting arrows. Sleep on your steed, then take off at g
gallop. Jump from one assemiblage to another, with the aid of a faint, by
crossing a void. Kleist multiplies “life planfe)s,” but his voids and failures,
his leaps, earthquakes, and plagues are always included on a single plane.
The piane is not a principle of organization but 2 means of transportation.
No form develops, no subject forms; affects are displaced, becomings cata-
pult forward and combine into blocks, Tike the becoming-woman of Achil-
les and the becoming-dog of Penthesilea. Kleist offers a wonderful
explanation of how forms and persons are only appearances produced by
the displacement of a center of gravity on an abstract line, and by the con-
junction of these lines on a plane of immanence. Heis fascinated by bears;
they are impossible to fool because their cruel little eyes see through
appearances to the true “soul of movement,” the Gemirt or nonsubjective
affect: the becoming-bear of Kleist. Even death can only be conceptualized
as the intersection of elementary reactions of different speeds. A4 skull
exploding, one of Kleist’s obsessions. All of Kleist’s work is traversed by a
war machine invoked against the State, by a musical machine mvoked
against painting or the “picture,” It is odd how Goethe and Hepelhated this
new kind of writing. Because for them the plan(e) must indissolubly be a
harmonious development of Form and a regulated formation of the Sub-
Ject, personage, or character (the sentimental education, the interior and
substantial solidity of the character, the harmony or analogy of the forms
and continyity of development, the cult of the State, etc.}. Their concep-~
tion of the Plane is totally opposed to that of Kleist. The anti-Goetheism,
anti-Hegelianism of Kleist, and already of Hélderlin, Goethe gets to the
crux of the matter when be reproaches Kleist for simultaneously setting up
a pure “stationary process” that is like the fixed plane, introducing voids
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and jumps that prevent any development of a central char_acter, and-mOb:J
lizing a violence of affects that causes an extreme confusion o'f feelings.
Nietzsche does the same thing by different means. The:rg is no longer
any development of forms or formation of subjects. He criticizes Wagner
for retaining too much harmonic form, and too many ped_agoglcal person-
ages, or “characters™ too much Hegel and Goethe. Now B1ze"t, on t_he other
hand, Nietzsche says . . . It seems to us that fragmentary writing 15 not 50
much the issue in Nietzsche. It is instead speeds and §10wnesses: not Wrlt-
ing slowly or rapidly, but rather writing, and ever_ythmg else bes@es, as a
production of speeds and slownesses between particles. No form will resist
that, no character or subject will survive it. Zarathustra is only speeds gnd
slownesses, annd the eternal return, the life of the eternal return, is .the.fllrst
areat concrete {reeing of nonpulsed time. Ecce Homio has only_mdwu_:l-
uations by haecceities. It is inevitable that t.he Plan{e), thus concclved,. \gﬂl
always fail, but that the failures will be an integrat part of the pia_n(e)._ ee
the multitude of plans for The Will to Power. For a given aphorism, it is
always possible, even necessary, to introduce'.new relations of speegl and
slowness between its elements that truly make it change assemblages, jump
from one assemblage to the next (the issue is the.refo.re not ﬂ'%f: fragment).
As Cage says, it is of the nature of the plan{e) that it fail.3! Premsply because
it is not a plan(e) of organization, deve}opment, or formah.on, but of
nonvoluntary transmutation, Or Boulez: “lfrogram .the machine so ‘tha;f
each time a tape is played on it, it produces dlfferept time characteristics.
So the plan(e)—life plan(e), writing plan(c)z music plan‘(e)——must nec§s-
sarily fail for it is impossible to be faithfu‘l toit; but thc? faﬂureg area part o£
the plan(e) for the plan(e) expands or shrinks alvong with the _d1mex§51ons 0
that which it deploys in each instance (plamtud;c of n dimensu_ms). A
strange machine that is simultaneously a machine of war, music, and
ion-proliferation-involution. _
001;1;?%1’051055 the opposition between the two linds of planes lead to a still
more abstract hypothesis? Because one continu?xlly passes frqm one to the
other, by unnoticeable degrees and without being aware of it, or one be-
comes aware of it only afterward. Because one continually reconstitutes
one plane atop another, or extricates one from .the other. For example, alk
we need 1o do is to sink the floating plane of immanence, bury it m‘the
depths of Nature instead of allowing it to play freely on the surface, foritio
pass to the other side and assume the role of a ground that canno tonger be
anything more than a principle of analogy from t.he standpoint of orgf.zmza-
tion, and a law of continuity from the standpgmt of development,’? The
plane of organization or development effectively covers what_ we have
called stratification: Forms and subjects, organs an_d functlon}s, are
“strata” or relations between strata. The plane of consistency or imma-
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nence, on the other hand, implies a destratification of all of Nature, by
even the most artificial of means. The plane of consistency is the b’ody
Wlthout organs. Pure relations of speed and slowness between particles
imply movements of deterritorialization, just as pure affects imply an
enterpns‘? of desubjectification. Moreover, the plane of consistency does
not preexist the movements of deterritorialization that unravel it, the lines
of flight that draw it and cause it to rise to the surface, the becorriings that
compaose it. T‘he plane of organization is constantly working away at the
plane of consistency, always trying to plug the lines of flight, stop or inter-
mpt the movements of deterritorialization, weigh them down, restratify
them, reconstitute forms and subjects in a dimension of depth. Conversely,
the plgne‘of consistency is constantly extricating itself from the plane of,'
organization, causing particles 10 spin off the strata, scrambling forms by
dint of spegd or slowness, breaking down functions by means of assem-
blages or microassemblages. But once again, so much caution is needed to
prevent the plane of consistency from becoming a pure plane of abolition
or death, to prevent the involution from turning into a regression to the
undifferentiated. Is it not necessary to retain a minimum of strata, a mini-
T .of forms and functions, a minimal subject from which to’ extract
materials, affects, and assemblages?
in fact, the opposition we should set up between the two planes is that
lqetween two abstract poles: for example, to the transcendent organiza-
tional plane of Western music based on sound forms and thei’r develop-
ment, we oppose the immanent plane of consistency of Eastern music
composed of speeds and slownesses, movements and rest. In keeping witi‘;
our concrete hypothesis, the whole becoming of Western music, all rnusical
becomlqg, impl-ies a minimum of sound forms and even of melodic and
harn'm-mc functions; speeds and slownesses are made to pass across them
and 1'f is precisely these speeds and slownesses that reduce the forms ané
functions to the minimum. Beethoven produced the most astonishing
polyphonic richness with relatively scanty themes of three or four notes.
There is a material proliferation that goes hand in hand with a dissolution
of form (involution) but is at the same time accompanied by a continuous
developmept of form. Perhaps Schumann’s genius is the most striking case
of forz_n being developed only for the relations of speed and slowness one
materially and emotionally assigns it. Music has always submitted its
fgrms and motifs to temporal transformations, augmentations or diminu-
tions, slowglowns or accelerations, which do not occur solely according to
lax'vs o_f organization or even of development. Expanding and contracting
microintervals are at play within coded intervals. Wagner and the post-
Wagnerians free variations of speed between sound particles to an even
greater extent. Ravel and Debussy retain just enough form to shatter it,
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affect it, modify it through speeds and slownesses. Bolero is the classic
example, nearly a caricature, of a machinic assemblage that preserves a
minimum of form in order to take it to the bursting point. Boulez speaks of
proliferations of litile motifs, accumulations of little notes that proceed
iinematically and affectively, sweeping away a simpte form by adding indi-
cations of speed to it; this allows one to produce extremely complex
dynamic relations on the basis of intrinsically simple formal relations.
Even a rubato by Chopin cannot be reproduced because it will have differ-
ent timme characteristics at each playing.’? It is as though an immense plane
of consistency of variable speed were forever sweeping up forms and func-
tions, forms and subjects, extracting from them particles and affects. A
clock keeping a whole assortment of times. )

What is a girl, what is a group of girls? Proust at ieast has shown us once
and for all that their individuation, collective or singular, proceeds not by
subjectivity but by haecceity, pure haecceity. “Fugitive beings.” They are
pure relations of speeds and slownesses, and nothing else. A girl 15 late on
account of her speed: she did too many things, crossed too many spaces in
relation to the relative time of the person waiting for her. Thus her apparent
slowness is transformed into the breakneck speed of our waiting. It must be
said in this connection, and for the whole of the Recherche du temps perdu,
that Swann does not at all occupy the same position as the narrator. Swann
is not a rough sketch or precursor of the narrator, except secondarily and at
rare moments. They are not at all on the same plare. Swann is always thinl-
ing and feeling in terms of subjects, forms, resemblances between subjects,
and correspondences between forms. For him, one of Odette’s liesis a form
whose secret subjective content must be discovered, provoking amateur
detective activity, To him Vinteuil's music is a form that must evoke some-
thing else, fall back on something else, echo other forms, whether paint-
ings, faces, or landscapes. Although the narrator may follow in Swann’s
footsteps, he is nonetheless ina different element, on a different plane. One
of Albertine’s lies is nearly devoid of content; it tends on the contrary to
merge with the emission of a particle issuing from the eyes of the beloved, a
particle that stands only for itself and travels too fast through thenarrator’s
auditory or visual field, This molecular speed is unbearable because it
indicates a distance, a proxiruty where Albertine would like to be, and

already is.* So that the narrator’s pose is not principally that of the investi-
gating detective but {a very different figure) that of the jailer. How can he
become master of speed, how can he stand it nervously (as a headache) and
perceptually (as a flash)? How can he build a prison for Afbertine? Jealousy
is different in Swann and the narrator, as is the perception of music:
Vinteuil gradually ceases to be apprehended in terms of forms and compa-
rable subjects, and assumes incredible speeds and slownessés that combine
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on a plane of consistency of variation, the plane of music and of the
echerche (just as Wagnerian motifs abandon all fixity of form and ail
assignation of personages). It is as though Swann’s desperate efforts to
reterritorialize the flow of things (to reterritorialize Odette On a secret,
painting on a face, music on the Bois de Boulogne) were replaced by the
sped-up movement of deterritorialization, by a linear speedup of the
abstract machine, sweeping away faces and landscapes, and then love, jeal-
ousy, painting, and music jtself, according to increasingty stronger coeffi-
cients that nourish the Work at risk of dissolving everything and dying. For
the narrator, despite partial victories, fails in his project; that project was
not at all to regain time or to force back memories, but io become master of
speeds to the thythm ofhis asthma. It was to face annihilation. Butanother
outcome was possible, or was made possible by Proust,

Memories of a Molecule. Becomin g
others. A kind of order or apparent pr
segments of becoming in which we
becoming-child: becoming-animal, -
molecular of all kinds, becomings-particles. Fibers lead us from one to the
other, transform one into the other as they pass through doors and 4CTOoSsS
thresholds, Singing or composing, painting, writing have no other aim: to
unleash these becomings. Especially music; music is traversed by a
becoming-woman, becoming-child, and not only at the level of themes and
motifs; the little refrain, children’s games and dances, childhood scenes,
Instrumentation and orchestration are permeated by becomings-animal,

above all becomings-bird, but many others besides. The lapping, wailing of
molecular discordances have always been present, even if instrumental
evolution with other factors is now giving them growing importance, as the

value of a new threshold for a properly musical content: the sound mole-

cule, relations of speed and slowness between particles, Becomings-animal

plunge into becomings-molecular, This raises all kinds of questions,

In a way, we must start at the end: all becomings are already molecular.
That is because becoming is not to imitate or identify with something or
someone. Nor is it to proportion formal relations. Neither of these two fig-
ures of analogy is applicable to becoming: neither the imitation ofa subject
nor the proportionality of a form. Starting from the forms one has, the sub-

ject one is, the organs one has, or the functions one fulfills, becoming is to
extract particles between which one establishes the relations of movement
and rest, speed and slowness that are ciosest to what one is becoming, and
through which one becomes. This is the sense in which becorning is the
process of desire. This principle of proximity or approximation is entirely
particular and reiniroduces no analogy whatsoever. It indicates as rigor-

animal is only one becoming among
ogression can be established for the
find ourselves; becoming—woman,
vegetable, or -mineral; becomings-

g
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ously aspossible a zone of | piioxilmizyfi or i%irizizc; Odfri aertlrtf(l)c:,l,i;h‘;[ g;?s\;en
ment into which any particle that enters < Wi Vollfson
strange undertaking: a sch1zophreniq, he ’trar.xs ates
Zﬁgiﬁ: zsuggszigle eachgpbrase in his matergal language mtrc;1 fi oref{gin ;-[2{3:
with similar sound and meaning; an anorexic, he rushes to ;fle re1 rig rat a;
tears open the paclages and snatches their gontents, sty Lndg tnnlljso s
quickly as possible.’6 it would be false to believe that he ncehs c;mm o
“disguised” words from foreign languages. Rathes, he sna;c fes o s
own language verbal particles that can nolionger belong‘t? i t‘.;l ?{rrrll:) e
language, just as he snatches from food ahmenta}ry partic es tl a 10 longer
act as formed nutritional substances; the two k;-nds. of particles (;Cles nto
proximity. We could also put it this way: Becoming is to emii par s uhat
take on certain relations of movement anfit reztr PZT::S; ;?eesfnigietrhaa;tj i
of proximity. Or, it is to emit p icles 1
Ei;\f;): Shey Eake on tlﬁose relations, A haecceity is znsep:f‘rableagzogr;};i
fog and mist that depend on a molecular zone, a COl’pUSClll ar Zp[ n. oo
imity is a notion, atonce topological and quaptal, that mar (z a :-_:; *:)hegfo rgms
the same molecule, independently of the subjects considered an
de?él?éiti%nd Hocquenghem made this essential p_oi'nt in their regons;;:l;
eration of the problem of wolf-children. Of course, it is ntla_t a qt}e§§1§n Ees_
real production, as if the child “re_ally” became an animal; n0r11ls 1r ajs?;- s
tion of a resemblance, as if the child imitated agnmals tl_m‘f rez}a} . lj)é aise Was,
nor is it a question of a2 symbolic metaphos, as if tt:,e autistic chi L ?hérer
abandoned or lost merely became the “z_malogue of an am;r}ah. Schérer
and Hocquenghem are right to expose.thls fal§e reasoning, w flfh 1human
on a culturalism or moralism upholding the 1rred1‘1c1b;hty of ;3 human
order: Because the child has not been tyar;sformed into an a.r;:iraaa‘ 1,11 st
only have a metaphorical relation to it, mducec} by- the chi f'.? ldntzsr o
rejection, For their own part, they appeal to an ij ective ;one”ol i1 eximit
nation or unceriainty, “something shared or indiscernible,” a groh ag
“that makes it impossible to say where the b.ou'ndarly be’[ween; 3 ﬁln’lll 1
and animal lies,” not only in the case of aumsuq chﬂdren‘, but for e; c 11rd
dren; it is as though, independent of the evolution carrying tk}‘emh owa :
adulthood, there were room in the child for othej'r becomings, .ot er CO(E-
temporaneous possibilities” that are npt regressions but crez.mve cllrj:‘;; o
tions hearing witness to “an inhumam{y immediately exper}zjef:ice” n the
body as such,” unnatural nuptials “outside the programrr}ed ?‘ty.b fhere
is areality of becoming-animal, even thoug}_1 one doesnotinrealt i '1‘3 o
animal. It is useless, then, to raise the obJecthn' ti‘lat the d((:ujg—c 1 thiny
plays dog within the limits of his formal constitution, land oels n{)ad SE
canine that another human being could not have done if he or she h
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desired. For what needs to be explained is precisely the fact that all chil-
dren, and even many adults, do it to a greater or lesser degree, and in so
doing bear witness to an inhuman connivance with the animal, rather than
an Qedipal symbolic community.>” Neither should it be thought that chil-
dren who graze, or eat dirt or raw flesh, are merely getting the vitamins and
minerals they need. Itisa question of composing a body with the animal, a
body without organs defined by zones of intensity or proximity, Where
does this objective indetermination or iadiscernibility of which Schérer
and Hocquenghem speak come from?

An example: Do not imitate a dog, but make your organism enter into
composition with semething else in such a way that the particles emittad
from the aggregate thus composed will be canine as a function of the rela-
tion of movement and rest, or of molecular proximity, into which they
enter. Clearly, this something else can be quite varied, and be more or less
directly related to the anjmal in question: it can be the animal’s natural
food (dirt and worm), or its exterior relations with other animals (You can
become-dog with cats, or become-monkey with a horse), oran apparatus or
prosthesis to which a person subjects the animal (muzzle and reindeer,
etc.), or something that does not even have a localizable relation to the ani-
mal in guestion: For this last case, we have seen how Slepian bases his
attempt to become-dog on the idea of tying shoes to his hands using his
mouth-muzzle. Philippe Gavi cites the performances of Lolito, an eater of
bottles, earthenware, porcelains, iron, and even bicycles, who declares: “I
consider myself half-animal, half-man. More animal than man. [ love ani-
mals, dogs especially, I feel a bond with them. My teeth have adapted; in
fact, when I don’t eat glass or iron, my jaw aches like a young dog’s that
craves to chew a bone.”® If we interpret the word “like” as a metaphor, or
propose a structurat analogy of relations (man-iron = dog-bone), we under-
stand nothing of becoming. The word “like” is one of those words that
change drastically in meaning and function when they are used in connec-

tion with haecceities, when they are made into expressions of becomings
instead of significd states or signifying relations. A dog may exercise its Jjaw
on iron, but when it does it is using its jaw as a molar organ. When Lolito
eats iron, it is totally different: he makes his Jaw enter into composition
with the iron in such a way that he himself becomes the jaw of a molecular
dog. The actor Robert De Niro walks “like” a crab in a certain film
sequence; but, he says, it is not a question of his imitating a crab; it is a ques-
tion of making something that has to do with the crab enter into COmposi-
tion with the image, with the speed of the image.5? That is the essential
point for us: you become-animal only if, by whatever means or elements,
you ernit corpuscles that enter the relation of movement and rest of the ani-
mal particles, or what amounts to the same thing, that enter the zone of
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proximity of the animal molecule. You become anim_al oply mczilecuiiiltﬁ
You do not become a barking molaF dog, but by bgr?cmg, ifitis -tori b
enough feeling, with enough necessity and composmopf, you ;m: ;1 nolec-
ular dog. Man does not become wolf, or vampire, as i he c a?ﬁcr ol
species; the vampire and werewo}f are becomings of man, in ? vemen;
proximities between molecules in composition, 'relahoxf\s o mghere ent
and rest, speed and slowness betwecp en_utted pamcles.-O cgurset1 Teate
werewolves and vampires, we say thls: with all our hgart, but lonotle o
a resemblance or analogy to the animal, for this is becoml‘{lg-ar:;m‘amai
action, the production of the molet:}llar' aptmal gwhfare.as theh rtefthc iiimal
is trapped in its molar form and subjectivity). Itis withinust 12 canimal
bares its teeth like Hofrnannsthal’s rat, or the flower opens ifs peda ,t vt
this is done by corpuscular cmission3 by rpolecular proxnm'ty, bl nlo . 33
the imitation of a subject oraproportlonal%ty of form. Alb.er.tme cana \: y
imitate a flower, but it is when she is sleeping and enters into con;;l)lom }gi
with the particles of sleep that her beauty spot and ‘Fhe texture of er slec“
enter a relation of rest and movement that plgce her m_tl‘_m ZONe o hﬂ m(;l e
ular vegetable: the becoming-plant of Albcrt_me. And 1_t- is when s. }i 15ﬂecs
prisoner that she emits the particles of a bird. And it 1s vyh'e:} s1 e N sé
launches down a line of flight, that she becomes-horse, even if it is the hor:
o ?(Zit,hz;ll becomings are molecular: the anir_n'al, flower, olr ston; o?se
becomes are molecular collectivities, hac‘cceltles, not molar su ]ecri:
objects, or form that we know from the.m}tmde and recognize fromhexizle;n :
ence, through science, or by habit, I.f this is true, then we must 15';1?‘13::1 t ti :1 e
of things human: there is a becoming-woman, a_chommg-c i {'t' i
not resemble the woman or the child as clearly distinct moIgr entitie ¢
though it is possible—only possible—for the-woman or child to o:;og}rf
privileged positions in relation to these be.commgs). What we tt{:irm ad ot
entity is, for example, the woman as defme_d by her for‘m, endowe i
organs and functions and assigned as a subject. Becm‘nmg—womanf Ihow-
imitating this entity or even transformu}g o_neself into it. We arfe'no.t, how
ever, overlooking the importance of imitation, or moments of imi at 1 § é
among certain homosexual males, muc;h less the grodlglous attemp. at
real transformation on the part of certain t‘ransvestltes. Al we are say1r;1g 18
that these indissociable aspects of becorn.mg-wc‘)man must flu'st be ;ln e;‘-
stood as a function of something else: not imitating or assuming the gma :
form, but emitting particles that enter.tl%e Fela:tmn of mox./ement an 565 '
or the zone of proximity, of a microfemininity, in other wor ds, that pro uge
in us a molecular woman, create the moleculgr woman. We do not n;]ean v
say that acreation of this kind is the prerogahve ofthe man, _bu_t oni(ti e ctEr:lt
trary that the woman as a molar entity fias to beconte-woman in order
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the man also becomes- or can become-woman. I is, of course, indispensa-
ble _for women *tq conduct 2 molar politics, with a view o \;finning back
their own Srgamsn'n, their own history, their own subjectivity: “we as
WOmei . . . rnlakes S appearance as a subject of enunciation. But it is dan-
gerous 1;0 confine opeself to such a subject, which does not fimction with-
out drym;g up a spring or stopping a flow. The song of life is often intoned
by the d_nest of women, moved by ressentiment, the will to power and cold
mgthermg. Just as a dessicated child makes a much better child, the
being no childhood flow emanating from it any longer. It is no mo;e adle-:-:
quau? tc_) say that each sex contains the other and must develop the opposite
polein 1t§elf. Bisexuality is no better a concept than the separatenesi%f the
seXes. It is as deplorable to miniaturize, internalize the binary machine a
it 15 to exacerbate it; it does not extricate us from it. It is thus necessar ts
conceive of a molecular women’s politics that slips info molar confror}arta
tions, and passes under or through them. ]
. When Virginia Woolfwas questioned about a specifically women’s writ-
ing, she was appalled at the idea of writing “as a woman.” Rather writin
shoulld produge a becoming-woman as atoms of womanhood ca,pable 0%
crossing and 1lmpregnating an entire social field, and of contarninatin
men, of sweeping them up in that becoming, Very soft particles—but alscga
’ Eery‘hard and obstinate, irreducible, indomitable. The rise of women in
bpghsh novel writing has spared no man: even those whao pass for the most
vml?, the most phallocratic, such as Lawrence and Miller, in their turn
gon_tlnual}y tap into and emit particles that enter the proxin;ity or zone of
}ndlscermbﬂity of women. [n writing, they become-women. The question
1s not, or not only, that of the organism, history, and subject of enunciation
that oppose masculine to feminine in the great dualism machines. The
question is fundamentally that of the body—the body they steal from-us in
o_rder‘ to fabricate opposable organisms. This body is stolen first from the
girl: Stop behaving like that, you’re not a little girl anymore you're not a
tombog, etc. The girl’s becoming is stolen first, in order to imp!ose ahistory,
or prehistory, upon her. The boy’s turn comes next, but it is by using the giri
as an example,- by pointing to the girl as the object of his desire, that an
oppqsed organism, a dominant history is fabricated for him too T,he girlis
the first victim, but she must also serve as an example and a tr:ap. That is
why, conver§ely, the reconstruction of the body as a Bady without Organs
the anorganism of the body, is inseparable from a becoming-woman, or the:.
production pf amolecular woman. Doubtless, the girl becomes awo;nan in
the molar or prganic sense. Butconversely, becoming-woman or the molec-
ular. woman is the girl herself. The girl is certainly not defined by virginity;
sheis Fiefx_ned by a relation of movement and rest, speed and slowness, b z;
combination of atems, an emission of particles: haecceity. She never céages
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to roam upon a body without organs. She is an abstract ling, or a line of
flight. Thus girls do not belong to an age group, sex, order, or kingdom: they
slip in everywhere, between orders, acts, ages, sexes; they produce n molec-
ular sexes on the line of flight in relation to the dualism machines they cross
right through. The only way to get outside the dualismsis to be-between, to
pass between, the intermezzo—that is what Virginia Woolf lived with all
her energies, in all of her work, never ceasing to become. The girl is like the
block of becoming that remains contemporaneous to each opposable term,
man, woman, child, adult. It is not the pirl who becomes a womarn; it is
becoming-woman that produces the universal girl. Trost, a mysterious
author, painted a portrait of the girl, to whom he linked the fate of the revo-
Tution: her speed, her freely machinic body, her intensities, her abstract
line or line of flight, her molecular production, her indifference to mem-
ory, her nonfigurative-character—*“the nonfigurative of desire.”8 Joan of
Arc? The special role of the girl in Russian terrorism: the girl with the
bomb, guardian of dynamite? It is certain that molecular politics proceeds
via the girt and the child. But it is also certain that girls and children draw
their strength neither from the molar status that subdues them nor from
the organism and subjectivity they receive; they draw their strength from
the becoming-molecular they cause to pass between sexes and ages, the
becoming-child of the adult as well as of the child, the becoming-woman of
the man as well as of the woman. The girl and the child do not become; itis
becoming itsel that is a child or a girl. The child does not become an adult
any more than the girt becomes a woman; the girl is the becoming-woman
of each sex, just as the child is the becoming-young of every age. Knowing
how to age does not mean remaining young; it means extracting from one’s
age the particles, the speeds and slownesses, the flows that constitute the
youth of that age. Knowing how to love does not mean remainingamanora
woman; it means extracting from one’s sex the particles, the speeds and
slownesses, the flows, the n sexes thai constitute the gisl of that sexuality. [t
is Age itself that is a becoming-child, just as Sexuality, any sexuality, is a
becoming-woman, in other words, a girl. This by way of response to the stu-
pid question, Why did Proust make Albert Albertine?

Although all becomings are already molecular, including becoming-
woman, it must be said that all becomings begin with and pass through
becoming-woman. It isthe key to all the other becomings. When the man of
war disguises himself as a woman, flees disguised as agirl, hidesasa gird, it
is not a shameful, transitory incident in his life. To hide, to camouflage
oneself, is a warrior function, and the line of flight attracts the enemny, tra-
verses something and puts what it traverses to flight; the warrior asises in
the infinity of a line of flight. Although the femininity of the man of war is
not accidental, it should not be thought of as structural, or regulated by a
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correspondence of relations. It is difficult to see how the correspondence
between the two refations “man-war” and “woman-marriage” could entail
an equivalence between the warrior and the girl as a woman who refuses to
marry.8! It is just as difficult to see how the general bisexuality, or even
homosexuality, of military societies could explain this phenomenon,
which is no more imitative than it is structural, representing instead an
essential anomie of the man of war, This phenomenon can only be under-
stood in terms of becoming. We have seen how the man of war, by virtue of
his firor and celerity, was swept up in irresistible becomings-animal, These
are becomings that have astheir necessary condition the becoming-woman
of the warrior, or his alliance with the girl, his contagion with her. The man
of war is inseparable from the Amazons. The union of the girl and the man
of war does not produce animals, but simultaneously produces the
becoming-woman of the latter and the becoming-animal of the former, in a
single “block™ in which the warrior in turn becomes animal by contagion
with the girl at the same time as the girl becomes warrior by contagion'with
the animal. Everything ties together in an asymmetrical block of becom-
ing, an instantaneous zigzag. It is in the vestiges of a double war machine—
that of the Greels, soon to be supplanted by the State, and that of the
Amazons, soon to be dissolved——that Achilles and Penthesilea, the last
man of war and the last queen of the girls, choose one another, Achillesin a
becoming-woman, Penthesilea in a becoming-dog,

The rites of transvestism or female impersonation in primitive socicties
in which a4 man becornes a wontan are not explainable by a social organiza-
tton that places the given relations in correspondence, or by a psychic
organization that makesthe woman desire to become a man justasthe man
desires to beconie & woman,s? Social structure and psychic identification
leave too many special factors unaccounted for: the linkage, unleashing,
and communication of the becomings triggered by the transvestite; the
power (puissance) of the resultant becoming-animal; and above all the par-
ticipation of these becomings in a specific war machine. The same applies
for sexuality: it is badly explained by the binary organization of the sexes,
and just as badly by a bisexual organization within each sex. Sexuality
brings into play too great a diversity of conjugated becomings; these are
like #r sexes, an entire war machine through which love passes. This is not a
return to those appalling metaphors of love and war, seduction and con-
quest, the battle of the sexes and the domestic squabble, or even the
Strindberg-war; it is only after love is done with and sexuality has dried up

that things appear this way, What.counts is that love itself is a war machine
endowed with strange and somewhat terrifying powers. Sexuality is the
production of a thousand sexes, which are so many uncontrollable becom-
ings. Sexuality proceeds by way of the becoming-woman of the man and the
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becoming-animal of the human. an emissi.on of particles. Thert? 15 00 need
for bestialism in this, althongh it may arise, z}nd many ps:.y'cmamc anec-
dotes document it in ways that are interesting, if oyersnn‘?hf@d aixcll co(rime-
quently off the track, too beastly. It is nlo‘t.a question of playm'g 1 1;: oig:
like an elderly gentieman on apostcarc_i; itisnotso r-nuch aquestion of malk
ing love with animals. Becomings-ai}lmal arelba\'smally of anof;hgr powe;:
since their reality resides notinan ammal_one imitates or to which oneco .
responds but in themselves, in that wbwh syc}c}enly sweeps us ur;l and
makes us become—a proximity, an ind:_scermbzlzry that extracts as arf[:_
element from the animal far more effectively than any domestication, uti-
jzati imitation could: “the Beast.” _
hzall?ggc’:c?rrning-woman is the first quantum, or molecular ;egmen;ﬁ, w1tﬁ
the becomings-animal that link up with it coming next, what ar;b‘tl 183_(}: z;l
rushing toward? Without a doubt, toward be'com.lngﬁmpc‘ercfeptl f Foe;
imperceptible is the immanent end of becoming, its cosmic 1{_)rn'zlu a.S o
example, Matheson’s Shrinking Man passes thrpugh the (mg] om! o
nature, slips between molecules, to become an ’unfmdai'jie palzt{c % in 1::1x
nite meditation on the infinite. Panl Morand’s Monsieur Zérc fesis : he
larger countries, crosses the smallest ones, desgends thfa scale_o N a els,
establishes an anonymous society in Lichtenstein of whrfzh he_: is the 09‘3{
member, and dies imperceptible, forming the particle 0 with his fingers: ,
am a man who flees by swimming under water, and at whom all the Wor_ld ]
rifles fire. ... I must no longer offer a target.” But what does becoming-
imperceptible signify, coming at the end (?f al.l the molf:_cular becomings
that begin with becoming-woman? Becommgqmpel_'ceptxble meapglmziﬁye(
things. What is the relation bé:txivee(n thbe_ (i?gé)g?xgi ;;;lﬁzf‘;:epﬂ e,
ignifying) indiscernible, and the (asubjec ] _
(asf nfli?;nfislgonse would be: to be like ev;rybody else.. TPai is wha}
Kierkegaard relates in his story about thg “lcmght_ of the faith, t.he mﬁn 0
becoming: to look at him, one would notice nothing, a bourgeois, nothing
but a bourgeois. That is how Fitzgerald lived: after a re_al rup,ture, One suc-
ceeds. . . in being just like everybody else. To go un_notlced is ‘t?y no m;z;;s
easy. To be a stranger, even to one’s doormap or neighl?ors. Ifitis so diffi-
cultto be “like” everybody else, it is because itisan affair of becoming. Not
everybody becomes everybody [and everythmg: tout le _monde—Trans..],
makes a becoming of everybody/everythmg._ This requires much asceti-
cism, much sobriety, much creative inyollutlon: an English ‘elegance,. an
English fabric, blend in with the walls, ehmn}ate thetoo-perceived, the 1;10-
much-to-be-perceived. “Eliminate all .th.at i3 waste, death, and s?pe;_ u-
ity,” complaint and grievance, unsatisfied _desue, defen.se or p eail 1§1g,
everything that roots each of us (everybody) in ourselves, in our mo ;11";] y./
For everybody/everything is the molar aggregate, but becoming everybody
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everything is another affair, one that brings into play the cosmos with its
molecolar components. Becoming everybody/everything (fou¢ le monde)is
to world {faire monde), to make a world {faire un monde). By process of
elimination, one is nolonger anything more than an abstract line, ora piece
in a puzzle that is itself abstract. It is by conjugating, by continuing with
other lines, other pieces, that one makes a world that can overlay the first
omne, like a transparency. Animal elegance, the camouflage fish, the clan-
destine: this fish is crisscrossed by abstract lines that resemble nothing,
that do not even follow its organic divisions; but thus disorganized,
disarticulated, it worlds with the lines of a rock, sand, and plants, becoming
imperceptible. The fish islike the Chinese poet: not imitative or structural,
but cosmic. Frangois Cheng shows that poets do not pursue resemblance,
any more than they calculate “geometric proportions.” They retain, extract
only the essential lines and movements of nature; they proceed only by
continued or superposed “traits,” or strokes.s? It is in this sense that
becoming-everybody/everything, making the world 1 becoming, is to
waorld, to make a world or worlds, in other words, to find one’s proximities
and zones of indiscernibility. The Cosmos as an absiract machine, and
¢ach world as an assemblage effectuating it. If one reduces oneselfto oneor
several abstract lines that will prolong itself in and conjugate with others,
producing immediately, directly a world in which it is the world that
becomes, then one becomes-everybody/everything. Kerouac's dream, and
already Virginia Woolf's, was for the writing to be like the line of a Chinese
poem-~drawing. She says that it is necessary to “saturate every atom,” and
to do that it is necessary to eliminate, to eliminate all that is resemblance
and analogy, but also “to put everything into it”: eliminate everything that
¢xceeds the moment, but put in everything that it includes—and the
moment is not the instantaneous, it is the haecceity into which one slips
and that slips into other haecceities by transparency.® To be present at the
dawn of the world. Such is the link between imperceptibility, indis-
cernibility, and impersonality—the three virtues. To reduce oneself to an
absiract line, a trait, in order to find one’s zone of indiscernibility with
other traits, and in this way enter the haecceity and impersonality of the
creator. One is then like grass: one has made the world, everybody/
everything, into 2 becoming, because one has made & necessarily commu-
nicating world, because one has suppressed in oneself everything that
prevents us from slipping between things and growing in the midst of
things. One has combined “everything” (le “tour”): the indefinite article,
the infinitive-becoming, and the proper name to which one is reduced. Sat-
urate, eliminate, put everything in.
Movement has an essential relation to the imperceptible; it is by nature
imperceptible. Perception can grasp movement only as the displacement

o
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of amoving body or the development of a form. Movements, becommgsl, n
other words, pure relations of speed and slowness, pure affects, are bel ow
and above the threshold of perception, Doubt'less,threshoifis of perception
are relative; there is always a threshold capable of grasping what eludes
another: the eagle’s eye . . . But the adequate threst}old canin turn ope‘ratte
only as a function of a perceptible form and a perceived, c'ilscerne.d s_ubjec .
So that movement in itself continues to occur elsewhere: if we serialize pelré
ception, the mavement always takes place aboye the maximum thresho
and below the minimum threshold, in expanding or contracting intervais
(microintervals). Like huge Japanese wrestlers whose advance is too stow
and whose holds are too fast to see, so that_what cmbra_ces are less ti}?e
wrestlers than the infinite slowness of the wait (what is going to happen:)
and the infinite speed of the result (what happened?). V\_/hat we Fnust do ;s
veach the photographic or cinematic thrc?shold; but in reiation tolt e
photograph, movement and affect once again tooli refuge above and below.
When Kierkegaard adopts the marvelous motto, “Ltook only atthe move-
ments,”®* he is acting astonishingly like a precursor of the cinema, multi-
plying versions of a love scenario (between Agnes and the merma?)
according to variable speeds and slownes_seg. He has all the more reasofnho
say that there is no movement that isnot lnflnl"[.c; that thg movement of the
infinite can occur only by means of affect, passion, 10\{6, in a,})ecommg ti;:}t
is the girl, but without reference to any Idnd of “n}edmhon : a.m_i thatt dlS
movement as such eludes any mediating perception bgcause? it 15 alrea }i
sffectuated at every moment, and the dancer or lover finds him- or herself
already “awake and walking” the second he or_she falis dpyvn, apd even the
instant he or she leaps. Movement, like the girl as a fugitive being, cannot
ived. .
b I?I?)rvizveer, we are obliged to make an immediqte correction: movernent
also “must” be perceived, it cannot but be p.ergewe_:d, th_e imperceptible s
also the percipiendum. There is no con'{radlctlpn in thls_. if movemellg ii‘
imperceptible by nature, it is so always in relation to a given thresho d_o
perception, which is by nature xelative land'thus plays thew role of a media~
tion on the plane that effects the distribution of t_hreshoxc%s and percepts
and makes forms perceivable to perceiving subjects. It is the plane of
organization and development, the plane of transcen_dence, that rendf:rs
perceptible without itself being perceived, w1tt}0ut being capabie Qf being
perceived. But on the orher plane, the plane of immanence or consistency,
the principle of composition itself must be perceived, cannot but be per-
ceived at the same time as that which it composes or rz_auders. In this case,
movement is no longer tied to the mediation of @ }‘eiatlve threshold that it
eludes ad infinitum; it has reached, regardless of its speed.or slowne'ss, an
absolute but differentiated threshold that is one with the construction of
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this or that region of the continued plane. It could also be said that move-
ment ceases to be the procedure of an always relative deterritoriatization,
becoming the process of absolute deterritorialization, The difference
between the two planes accounts for the fact that what cannot be perceived
on ong cannot butbe perceived on the other. Itisin Jumping from one plane
to the other, or from the relative thresholds to the absolute threshold that
coexists with them, that the imperceptible becomes necessarily perceived,
Iierkegaard shows that the plane of the infinite, which he calls the plane of
faith, must become a pure plane of immanence that continually and imme-
diately imparts, reimparts, and regathers the finite: unlike the man of infi-
nite resignation, the knight of the faith or man of becoming will get the girl,

be will have all of the finite and perceive the imperceptible, as “heir appar-
ent to the finite.”$? Perception will no longer reside inthe relation hetween

a subject and an ohject, but rather in the movement serving as the imit of
that relation, in the period associated with the subject and object. Percep-
tion will confront its own limit; it will be in the midst of things, throughout
its own proximity, as the presence of one haecceity in another, the
prehension of one by the other or the passage from one to the other: Look
only at the movements,

It is odd that'the word “faith™ should be used to designate a plane that
worlss by immanence. But if the knight is the man of becoming, then there
are all kinds of knights. Are there not even kmights of narcotics, in the sense
that faith is a drug (in a way very different from the sense in which religion
is an opiate)? These knights claim that drugs, under necessary conditions
of caution and experimentation, are inseparable from the deployment ofa
plane. And on this plane not only are becomings-woman, becomings-
animal, becomings-molecular, becomings-imperceptible conjugated, but
the imperceptible itself becomes necessarily perceived at the same time as
perception becomes necessarily molecular: arrive at holes, microintervals
between matters, colors and sounds enguifing lines of flight, world lines,
lines of transparency and intersection, 68 Change perception; the problem
has been formulated correctly because it presents “drugs” as a pregnant
whole free of secondary distinctions {hallucinatory or nonhallucinatory,
hard or soft, etc.). All drugs fundamentally concern speeds, and modifica-

tions of speed. What allows us to describe an overall Drug assemblage in
spite of the differences between drugs is a line of perceptive causality that
makes it so that (1) the imperceptible is perceived; (2) perception is molec-
ular; (3) desire directly invests the perception and the perceived. The
Americans'of the beat generation had already embarked on this path, and
spoke of a molecular revolution specific to drugs. Then came Castaneda’s
broad synthesis. Leslie Fiedler set forth the poles of the American Dream;
cornered between two nightmares, the genocide ofthe Indians and the slav-
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ery of the blacks, Americans constructed-a psthically repressed 1magi31c1)f
the black as the force of affect, of the multiplication of affects, but asoc adz
repressed image of the Indian as subt.lejcy of perception, perczpﬂo:cg*; e
increasingly keen and more finely divided, mfm:tel){ s_lowc for oceler,
ated.®® In Burope, Henri Michaux tended to‘be more WtII}ng to free m; !
of rites and civilizations, establishing: admirable z.md minute pr(t)f[oilq S )
experience, doing away with the question of ce_tusahty with resge; to ra;gl ci
delimiting drugs as well as possible, separating them from eh1r1umblem
hallucination. But at this point everythxqg r.econnects: again, the pro !
is well formulated if we say that drugs eliminate forms and_ persons, ;hiw;
bring into play the mad speeds of drugs and the ex‘traordmary pos gr
slownesses, if we clasp one to the other h}ce wrestlers_, ifwe cgqfer upo?_ p:i -
ception the molecular power to grasp m_icropcrceptlons, m1croopeiia 10{5j
and upon the perceived the force to emit qccelerated or ('iecelerat_e : pih .
ciesin a floating timethat is no longer our time, ar‘1‘d to em}t ha.eccegles t (aa
are no longer of this world: deterritgrlal}zat:op, I was d1soner§te . d L
perception of things, thoughts, c?esues in which de_mre, .tho;ig i, :emi o
thing have invaded all of perception: the meerceptlb}c fmalfy perce_thom;
Nothing left but the world of speeds and s!ow'nesses w1t.hout' orlnﬁwll ot
subject, without a face. Mothing left but the zigzag ofaline, hlcf(:j the :;1570 of
the whip of an enraged cart driver” shredding faces and lan 'scapecsi.
whole rhizomatic labor of perception, the moment when desire and per-
i 1d. . )
Celzlt"iloisggbiem of specific causality i.s an importagt one. Invgkmg cz;ugah—
ties that are too general or are extrinsic (psychological or sociclogical) 1; ai
good as saying nothing. There is a di_sqourse on drugs currer}t today t an
does no more than dredge up generalities on pleasure and misforiune, o
difficulties in communication, on causes that alw.ays come f.rom sorlrf}e-
where else: The more incapable people are of grasping a specific causa ity
in extension, the more they pretend to understand the pheqomenon 11:
question. There is no doubt that an assemblage never contains a caunsa
infrastructure. It does have, however, and to the hllghest degree, an ab_st[r‘act
line of creative or specific causality, its line of, ﬂzght.or of deterrttona'zz‘a-
tion; this line can be effectuated only in connection with ge}ler&l cau§a11‘;:es
of another nature, but is in no way explained by them. It is our.beht_ef t -?t
the issue of drugs can be understood only at the level where desire d%reci y
invests perception, and perception becomes molecular at the same tx;nfhgs
the imperceptible is perceived. Drugs tl}en appear as .the agent o t };s
becoming. This is where pharmacoanalysis wm;ld come in, which mus i
both compared and contrasted to psychoanalgsm. For psychoana[y31§ mus1
be taken simultaneousky asa model, a contrasting approach, anc? a betragix .
Psychoarnalysis can be taken as a model of reference because 1t was able,
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;v;;}; ;t_a;_peCt to ?f;segtially affective phenomena, to construct the schema of
ific causality divorced from ordinar i i
as . _ vy social or psychological
ities. But this schema still relies 1 Boa enera
on a plane of organization that
apprehended initself, that is alwa PRSI
: ys conciluded from somethi i
always inferred, concealed fro A
, m the system of perception: it i
2 ways Inferred, conce: of perception: it is called the
. plane of the Unconscious remai
scendence guaranteeing, justifyi i e o
. . \ ving, the existence of psychoanalysi
necessity of its interpretations. This o e
ts . plane of the Unconsci i
molar opposition to the percepti i e B
: ption-consciousness system, and b
g N ccans
iaosgiﬁmus;lbé transiated onto this plane, it is itself linked to grosfs:
mo mcllzsf,c; (f 1ht@3 su)br;grged part of an iceberg (the Qedipal structure, or
i stration)}. The imperceptibie thus remains all imp
cepiible because it is opposed t i i wber
o the perceived in a duali i
Everything is different on the i S,
{ e plane of consistency or im ichi
necessarily perceived in its own right i F its cone i
: ght in the course of its construction:
experimentation replaces interpretation eorative
i , now molecular, nonfig i
and nonsymbolic, the unconscio is gi i ’ e tions
; : us as such is given in mi i
desire directly invests the fi i The imercoptibl,
e field of perception, where the i ible
appears as the perceived obj ire itst nfioerate of
s D ject of desire itself, “the nonfi i
5 . : s gurative of
izs;ze nﬁl;ﬁtunlconscflous no longer designates the hidden principle of the
plane of organization, but the process of the i
of consistency as it appears on it Ifi i e plane
self in the course of it i
the unconscious must be const i S T o
( ructed, not rediscovered, There |
a conscious-unconscious dualism machine, b ' msoion 10_nger
rather is produced, there wher fotsress soon, e ous s o
. R e consciousness goes, carried by th g
Drrugs give the unconscious i , e e
the immanence and pl h i
has consistently botched { o R
: perhaps the famous cocaine episod
turning point that forced Freud et o 1 i
Enooneoim, to renounce a direct approach to the
; Butifit istrue that dxl*ugs are linked to this immanent, molecular percep-
ngcgggsiiigy, we arehstﬂ}1 faced with the question of whether they actuaily
rawing the plane necessary for their action. Th i
¢ . : : . The causal line, or
;[*]ilei iizm;: ?f flight, of drugs is constantly being segmentarized under the most
itf 0 lorms, tha}t of depende_ncy, the hit and the dose, the dealer. Even in
wwsalizpbe fO[‘I?l, it can mobilize gradients and thresholds of perception
ecomings-animal, becomings-molecular, b is 1 i
the context of a relativity of ict e e
y of thresholds that restrict themsel imitati
a plane of consistency rather than drawing i peotate threshola
¢ ; ) rawing it on an absolute threshold
ggat good dOCS‘lt do to percetve as fast as a quick-flying bird if speed anoi
n H;v;x:l]erglta:iont1nue to escalzie somewhere else? The deterritorializations
ve, compensated for by the most abj itorializati
: ) ject reterritorializations
50 that the imperceptible and perception continually pursue or run afte;
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each other without ever truly coupling. Instead of holes in the world allow-
ing the world lines themselves to run off, the lines of flight coil and start to
swirl in black holes; to each addict a hole, group or individual, like a snail,
Down, instead of high. The molecular microperceptions are overlaid in
advance, depending on the drug, by hatlucinations, delusions, false percep-
tions, phantasies, or paranoid outbursts; they restore forms and subjects
every instant, like so many phantoms or doubles continually blocking con-
struction of the plane. Moreover, as we saw in our enumeration of the dan-
gers, not only is the plane of consistency in danger of being betrayed or
¢hrown offtrack through the influence of other causalities that intervene in
an assemblage of this kind, but the plane itself engenders dangers of its
own, by which itis dismantled at the same time as it is constructed. We are
no longer, it itself is no longer master of speeds, Instead of malking a body
without organs sufficiently rich or full for the passage of intensities, drug
addicts eract a vitrified or emptied body, or a cancerous one: the causal
line, creative line, of line of flight immediately turns into a line of death
and abolition. The abominable vitrification of the veins, or the purulence
of the nose—the glassy body of the addict. Black holes and lines of death,
Artaud’s and Michaux’s warnings CORVerge (they are more technical, more
consistent than the informational, psychoanalytic, or sociopsychological
discourse of treatment and assistance centers). Artaud: You willnot avoid
hallucinations, erroneous perceptions, shameless phantasies, oF bad feel-
ings, ke so many black holes on the plane of consistency, hecause your
conscious will alsogoin that booby-trapped direction.™ Michaus: You will
no longer be master of your speads, you will get stuclcin a mad race between
the imperceptible and perception, a race 21l the more circular now that
everything is relative.”” You will he full of voursell, you will losc control,
you will be on a plane of consistency, in a body without organs, but ata
place where you will always botch them, empty them, undo what you do,
motionless rags. These words are so much simpler than “erroncous percep-
tions” (Artaud) or “bad feelings” (Michaux), but say the most technical of
things: that the immanent molecular and perceptive causality of desire
£ails in the drug-assemblage. Prug addicts continually fall back into what
they wanted to escapé: 2 segmentarity all the more rigid for being marginal,
a territorialization all the more artificial for being based on chemical sub-
stances, hallucinatory forms, and phantasy subj ectifications. Drug addicts
may be considered as precursors or experimenters who tirelessly blaze new
paths of life, but their cautiousness lacks the foundation for caution. So
they either join the legion of false heroes who follow the conformist path of
a little death and a long fatigue. Or, what is worse, all they will have done is
make an attempt only nonusers ot former users can resume and benefit
from, secondarily rectifying the always aborted plane of drugs, discovering
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il;guglg ilﬂjgs \’\./hat drugs lack for the construction of a plane of consis
y. Is the mistake drug users make alwa i )
. _ ¥s to start over again fi
ground zero, either going on the dru i itti : ey
0, i £ again or quitting, when wh
should do is make it a sto i ddle ey
: pover, to start from the “middle.” b;
the middle? To succeed in i o (Heneve from
th 7 getting drunk, but on pure water (1 i
o succeed in getting high, but b i oy Millr).
: : . y abstention, “to take and abstain. e
k] - I ? ? S )
Eizﬂgi; ta}?t;m, I a;m a drinker of water (Michaux). To reach the point whgfe
12l or not to get high” is no longer the questi
drugs have sufficiently chan nditions of amane - vhcther
: ged the general conditions of s i
: : pace and {1
3?rcigp;;%nfsclnitha.t norklluslcrs can succeed in passing through the holesin ?ﬁg
oliowing the lines of flight at the very pl
than drugs become necessar Fntee s Ofher
: y. Drugs donot guarantee i ;
the immanence of drugs allows on A
. e to forgo them, Is it cowardi i
I . . ceor exploi-
I;t(xi?:; to \:;jllt up;glothers have taken the risks? No, it is joining an ulﬂzll'
1n the middle, while changing the means It,' .
the right molecule, the water, h o molorale. This e oost
t , s hydrogen, or helium molecule. Thish
1ngto do with models, all models are it determ it
i molar: it is necessary to det i
molecules and particles in relatio i tios™ (i
molex B to which “proximities” (indis
. cern-
iﬁlhlt'?& becomlngs)‘are engendered and defined. The vital agsemblag?a
mgl ;Ci-lassel}ll'blage;cls theoretically or logically possible with all kinds 0%
i €s, silicon, for example. But it so happens that thi i
» 8 g iple. B 1s assemblage
ggstsn;céifzzmcqtllﬁ possible with silicon: the abstract machine does not lget ;i
ause it does not distribute zones of proximit
' v that constr
ir‘ylane off cons1st§=,ncy.74 We shall see that machinic reasons are entin;[[cyt ;?t?
ere;ttl rom logical reasons or possibilities. One does not conform to a2
?nlglez u Ionf: s:[gad_dllclas ltjhe right horse. Drug users have not chosen the right
e or the right horse. Drugs are too unwieldy ti i
. _ ‘ : y to grasp the impercen-
U:;leiatlﬁd becommgs—lmpercepnble; drug users believed that drug';3 wouﬁl
grant them the plane, when in fact the plane must distill its own drugs
remaining master of speeds and proximities. ’

. .
rejzfemames af x’:ﬁ’ae.SecreI. The'sccret has_a privileged, but quite variable

ation to pereeption and the imperceptible. The secret relates first of Ii
to certain contents. The content is t00 big for its form . . . ar else the .
tents themselyes have a form, but that form is cove.r;:ci doubledcon-
replaced by a simple container, envelope, or box whose role it’is tosu st
fqrme_ll relations. These are contents it has been judged fitting to isofﬁress
disguise fo‘r _vqrious reasons, Drawing up a list of thess reasons (st?ae "
treasure, divinity, etc.) has limited value as long as the secret is oppos (1111 te,
its discovery as in a binary miachine baving only two terms, the spt)elt): 1? g
d1sclosu§~e, the secret and desecration. For on the one hanzl the ser:rein
content 1s superseded by a perception of the secret, which is’no less secrij
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than the secret. It matters little what the goal is, and whether the aim ofthe
perception is a denunciation, final divulging, or disclosure. From an anec-
dotal standpoint, the perception of the secret is the opposite of the secret,
but from the standpoint of the concept, it isa part ofit. What counts is that
the perception of the secret must necessarily be secret itself: the spy, the
voyeur, the blackmailer, the author of anonymous letters are no less secre-
tive than what they are in a position to disclose, regardiess of their ulterior
motives. There is always a woman, a child, a bird to secretly perceive the
secret. There is always a perception finer than yours, a perception of your
imperceptible, of what is in your box. We can even envision a profession of
secrecy for those who arein a position to perceive the secret, The protector
of the secret is not necessarily in on it, but is also tied to a perception, since
he or she must perceive and detect those who wish to discover the secret
(counterespionage). There is thus a first direction, in which the secret
moves toward an equally secretive perception, a perception that seels to be
imperceptible itself. A wide variety of very different figures may revolve
around this first point. And then there is a second point, just as inseparable
from the secret as its content: the way in which it imposes itself and
spreads. Once again, whatever the finalities or results, the secret has a way
of spreading that is in turn shrouded in secrecy. The secret as secretion, The
secret must sneak, insert, or introduce itself into the arena of public forms;
it must pressure them and prod known subjects inte action {we are refer-
ring toinfluence of the “lobby” type, even ifthe lobby isnot in itselfa secret
society).
in short, the secret, defined as acontent that has hidden its form in favor
of a simple container, is inseparable from two movements that can acci-
dentally interrupt its course or betray it, but are nonetheless an essential
part of it: something must ooze from the box, something will be perceived
through the box or in the half-opened box. The secret was invented by soci-
ety it is a sociological or social notion. Every secret is a collective assem-
blage. The secret is not at all an immobilized or static notion. Only
becomings are secrets; the secret has a becoming. The secret has its origin
in the war machine; it is the war machine and its becomings-woman,
becomings-child, becomings-animal that bring the secret.’ A secret 50Ci-
ety always acts in society as a war machine. Sociologists who have studied
secret societies have determined many of their laws: protection,
equalization and hierarchy, silence, ritual, deindividuation, centraliza-
tion, autonomy, compartmentalization, etc.” But perhaps they have not
given enough weight to the principal laws governing the movement of con-
tent: (1} every secret society has a still more secret hindsociety, which either
perceives the secret, protects it, or metes out the punishment for its disclo-
sure (it is not at all begging the question to define the secret society by the
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presence of a secret hindsociety: a society is secret when it exhibits this
doubling, has this special section); (2} every secret society hasits own mode
of action, which is in turn secret; the secret society may act by influence,
creeping, insinuation, oozing, pressure, or invisible rays; “passwords” and
secret languages (there is no contradiction here; the secret society cannot
* live without the universal project of permeating all of society, of creeping
into all of the forms of society, disrupting its hierarchy and segmentation;
the secret hierarchy conjugates with a conspiracy of equals, it commands
its members to swim in society as fish in water, but conversely society must
be like water around fish; it needs the complicity of the entire surrounding
society). Thisis evident in cases as diverse as the mob groups of the United
States and the animal-men of Africa: on the one hand, there is the mode of
influence of the secret society and its leaders on the political or public fig-
ures of its surroundings; and on the other hand, there is the secret society’s
mode of doubling itself with a hindsociety, which may constitute a special
section of killers or guards.” Influence and doubling, secretion and concre-
tion, every secret operates between two “discreets” [discrets: also “discrete
(terms)”—Trazs.] that can, moreover, link or meld in certain cases, The
child’s secret combines these elements to marvelous effect: the secretasa
content in a box, the secret influence and propagation of the secret, the
secrei perception of the secret (the child’s secret is not composed of minia-
turized adult secrets but is necessarily accompanied by a secret perception
of the adult secret). A child discovers a secret . . .

But the becoming of the secret compels it not to content itself with cone
cealing its form in a simple container, or with swapping it for a container,
The secret, as secret, must now acquire its own form. The secret is elevated
from a {inite content to the infinite form of secrecy. This is the point at
which the secret atiains absolute imperceptibility, instead of being linked
to 2 whole Interplay of relative perceptions and reactions. We go from a
content that is well defined, localized, and belongs to the past, to the a pri-
ori general form of a nonlocalizable something that has happened. We go
from the secret defined as a hysterical childhood content to secrecy
defined as an eminentily virile paranoid form. And this form displays the
same two concomitants of the secret, the secret perception and the mode of
action by secret influence; but these concomitants have become “traits” of
a form they ceaselessly reconstitute, reform, recharge. On the one hand,
paranoiacs denounce the international plot of those who steal their secrets,
their most intimate thoughts; or they declare that they have the gift of per-
ceiving the'secrets of others before they have formed (someone with para-
acid jealousy does not apprehend the other in the act of escaping; they
divine or foresee the slightest intention of it). On the other hand, paranoi-
acs act by means of, or else suffer from, rays they emit or receive (Raymond
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Roussel and Schreber). Influence by rays, anq doul?ling by ﬂsght or eChOﬁ
are what now give the secret its infinite form,‘ in which perpep{hons as ?e'
as actions pass into imperceptibility. Paranoid ]u_dgmem is like an antici-
pation of percepiion replacing empirical research into boxes and ‘thexr gg}rll—
tents: guilty a priori, and in any event! (for e}.camplc, the evol}ztmn of the
narrator of the Recherche in relation to Albertine). We can say, in sumxpagy
fashion, that psychoanalysis has gone from a _hystencai to an increasingly
parancid conception of the secret.” Intenpu_mblc analyS}s: the Uncon-
scious has been assigned the increasingly difficult te‘isl'{ of itself being tl_le
infinite form of secrecy, instead of asimple box containing secrets. &i:ou ‘iuﬂi
tell all, but in saying everything you will say nothing because all the ' art E(l)f
psychoanalysis is required in order to measure your contents against the
pure form. At this point, however, after the secret has been .ralsed 1o the
level of a form in this way, an inevitable adv.entu_rf_: befalls if. When t S
question “What happened?” attains this infinite virile form, the answer 15
necessarily that nothing happened, and both forrq and gontfant ar:ﬁ
destroved. The news travels fast that the se;cret“of men is no‘thmg, fin Tﬁ'},lt
nothing at all. Qedipus, the phallus, castration, “the sp!lntcrm the les —;1
that was the secret? It is cnough to make women, children, lunatics, an
faugh. o
mo”}?:;l lrflsore fhe secret is made into a structuring, organizing form, the
thinner and more ubiguitous it become_s, the more its conte:rft becomes
molecular, at the same time as its form dlsso!ves. It really wasn t m;:lch, as
Jocasta says. The secret does not as a result dlS&PpeaI', butit do’es takeona
more feminine status. What was behind President Sch%-eber s parﬁl}nmd
secret afl along, if not a becoming-feminine, a becoming-woman! For
women do not handle the secret in at all the same way as men (except when
they reconstitute an inverted image of virile secrecy, ‘a!cmc} of secrecy of t‘hc
gyneceum). Men alternately fault them for then’l 1qd1scrpt1on, their gossip-
ing, and for their solidarity, their betraya.l. ‘Yet itis curious l‘mw a woman
can be secretive while at the same time hiding nothing, by virtue of trans-
parency, innocence, and speed. The complex_ assemblage of secrecy in
courtly love is properly feminine and operz_ltes in the most chpletf', trar;s—
parency. Celerity against gravity. The celerity ofa war machme;_ agams;f the
gravity of a State apparatus. Men adopt a grave attitude, ‘kmgk}ts o” the
secret: “You see what burden [ bear: my seriousness, my chgcrenon. But
they end up telling everything—and it turns out to be npthmg. There are
women, on the other hand, who tell everything, sometines m appalgmg
technical detail, but one knows no more at t.he e‘nc.i than at the beginning;
they have hidden everything by celerity, by limpidity. They have no se;:ret
because they have become a secret thems?lves. Aye they more poh_tlc { 1§n
we? Iphigenia. Innocent a priori. That is the girl's defense against the
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ﬁ:fgz:n:tfml?md by men: “guilty a priori” | | . This is where the secret
ulilmate state: its content is molecular i
: arized, it has b
molecular, at the same time ag it i : e
s form has been dismantled b i
pure moving line—in the sense in which i i ven lias fs -t
P - 1t can be said a given line ;
secret” of a painter, or 3 gi i i . melom
> 1 given thythmic cell, a given sound
. ) mol
{Wl—l;l:h does not constitute a theme or form) the “secret” of a musicizflule
. ih iv:r thcx:[e 1wats a wrrter who dealt with the secret, it was Henry Jam;ss
I 18 respect, he went through an entire evolution. I i ;
n, like a perfect f hi
art. For he began by lookin i : ‘ bt
g for the secret in content insignifi
o ' : S, even 1nsignificant,
b :ie;;i ;nesl, cfc_m'tenfts briefly glimpsed. Then he raised the possibility
anintinite form of secrecy that nolon i
. ger evenrequires a con-
tbeiﬁ;yag;f] ;iixat hgs c:nqt;{ered the imperceptible. But he raises this possi-
B order to ask the question, Is the secret i i
oty . ] ) et in the content or in the
VS;I;;; ;X\I:rﬁ (f);h.z answetr is a{ready apparent: neither.” James is one of those
15 sWept up 1n an irresistible becomin
. ; : r g-woman. He never
is;gsaeg] ptl;sumg his goal, Inventing the necessary technical means Mo
Tizg the content of the secret and linearize its f red it
all, from the becoming-child e atormys 1ot Dlored it
\ - of the secret (there is alwa i i
: ul ys a child who dis-
(cs(;vers st:;:rets. What Maisie Kf?ew) to the becoming-woman of the secret
Lh irecy ¥y & transparency that is no longer anything more than a pure line
;W ?{[ sc):a;ccly h?aves any traces of its own passage; the admirable Daisy
er). James 18 not as close to Proust ag iti
; ot a people say; it is he who rai h
cry, “Innocent a priori!” (all Dais it o would
_ ! y asked for was a little r
have given her love for th i iti 8 oo
at. ..} in opposition to the “Guilt ior]”
condemns Albertine. What counts j s Tose 11 three sty
. . in the secret is less its three
¥ - . . . - St t A
_(chlld § content, virile infinite form, pure feminine line) than the becgnis
;‘:frfi I’;:lit:;ch:d ;0 them, the becoming-child of the secret, its becoming-
» 1ts Decoming-molecular—which occur preci ,I i
where the secret has lost both its i ot o it
: content and its form, where the imperc
. £ . e N
;:ale, ttltl]e clandest.me with nothing left tc hide, has fiilally been per?:eiveg
o :;I:Se;- 6,%trayt Emmence t? the gray immanence, Oedipus passes through ali-’
5 1he secret of the sphinx whose box he
! _ . ¢ sph penctrates; the secret
that weighs upon him as the infinite form of his own guilt; and ’finally the
sc;cgfet ?}t' Colonus th.at makes him inaccessible and melds with the pure,line
: i is . 1ght and e).ulfa, he who .has nothing left to hide, or, like an old No
c ori as only a g'n'l § mask with which to cover his lack of a face Some
people can Eallc, hide n'othmg, not lie; they are secret by transparency, as
;rrslpenetrablc‘: as water, in truth incomprehensible, Whereas the others h;ve
ecret that is glways breached, even though they surround it with a thick
wall or elevate it to an infinite form.
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Memeories and Becomings, Points and Blecks. Why are there so many
becomings of man, but no becoming-man? First because man is major-
jtarian par exceilence, whereas becomings are minoritarian; ali becoming
is a becoming-minoritarian. When we say majority, we are referring not to
a greater relative quantity but to the determination of a state ox standard
inrelation to which larger quantities, as well as the smallest, can be said to
be minoritarian: white-man, adult-male, etc. Majority implies a state of
domination, not the reverse. It is nota question of knowing whether there
are more mosquitoes or fiies than men, but of knowing how “man” consti-
tuted a standard in the universe in relation to which men necessarity (ana-
Iytically) form a majority. The majority in a government presupposes the

right to vote, and not only is established among those who possess that
right but is exercised over those who do not, however great theirnumbers;
similarly, the majority in the universe assumes as pregiven the right and
power of man.?¢ In this sense women, children, but also animals, plants,
and molecules, are minoritarian, It is perhaps the special situation of
women in relation to the man-standard that accounts for the fact that
becomings, being minoritarian, always pass through a becoming-weman.
Tt is important not to confuse “minoritarian,” as a becoming or process,
with a “minority”, as an aggregate or a state. Jews, Gypsies, etc., may con-
stitute minorities under certain conditions, but that in itself does not
make ihem becomings. One reterritorializes, or allows oneself t¢ be
reterritorialized, on a minority as a state; but in a becoming, one is
deterritorialized. Even blacks, as the Black Panthers said, must become-
black. Even women must become-woman. Even Jews must become-
Jewish (it certainly takes more than a state). But if this is the case, then
becoming-Jewish necessarily affects the non-Jew as much as the Jew.
Becoming-woman necessary affects men as much as women. Ina way, the
subject in a becoming is always “man,” but only when he enters a
becoming-minoritarian that rends him from his major identity. As in
Arthur Miller’s novel, Focus, or Losey’s film, Mr. Klein: it is the non-Jew
who becomes Jewish, who is swept up in, carried off by, this becoming
after being rent from his standard of measure, Conversely, if Jews them-
selves must become-Jewish, if women must become-woman, if children
must become-child, if blacks must become-black, it is because only a
minority is capable of serving as the active medium of becoming, but
undersuch conditions that it ceases to be a definable aggregate in relation
to the majority. Becoming-Jewish, becoming-woman, etc., therefore
imply two simultaneous movements, one by which a term (the subject) is
withdrawn from the majority, and another by which a term {the medium
or agent) rises up from the minority. There is an asymmetrical and
indissociable block of becoming, a block of alliance: the two “Mr, Kleins,”



262 0 1730: BECOMING-INTENSE, BECOMING-ANIMAL . ..

the ' - er i i i |
hapgzgls?ﬁ ﬁ‘tolli S(.m Jew, enter into a becoming-Jewish (the same thing
A woman has to become-woman, but in a becoming-woman of all ma
AJ ew becozpes .J ewish, but in a becoming-Jewish of the non-Jew, 1}1.
becomlr_lg-mmorltarlan exists only by virtue of a deterritorialized mediiz
and subject that are like its elements, There is no subject of the becomi "
except asa deterritorialized variable of the majority; there is no medilﬁlnm%'
becomu?g except as a deterritorialized variable of :a minority. We can lg
f‘_hrgwp into a becoming by anything at all, by the most unexp-ected mo ft:
1n§1gmf1ca1}t of things. You don’t deviate from the majority unless tl,l ;
a little detail that starts to swell and carries you off. It is because the he.ere 1?‘
Focu_s,. thf: average American, needs glasses that give his nose a va T(I)
Semitic air, it is “because of the glasses” that he is thrown into this 'stfa !
adv;nture of the becoming-jewish of the non-Jew, Anything at all cannc% ;
the_ _]Obt, but 11‘. glways turns out to be a political affair. Becoming-mino 3
tan_an isa pohtl_c:fﬂ affair and necessitates a labor of power (pm’ssgance) :II
active mlcr_opo_hpcs. This is the opposite of macropolitics, and even of I:Ii
tory, in which %t is a question of knowing how to win or o,btain a ma'oritS-
As Faulkner said, to avoid ending up a fascist there was no other choi-{;:e blﬁ
to become-black.®! Unlike history, becoming cannot be conceptualized i
terms of past and future. Becoming-revolutionary remains indifferent tn
questions of a future and a past of the revolution; it passes between the tw ¥
Every becoming is a block of coexistence, The so-called ahistorical so o
ties set themselves outside history, not because they are content to re Cr1€-
duce 1mmujcab.1e models or are governed by a fixed structure, but bec:fuge-
they‘are societies of becoming (war societies, secret societies f’ttc }. Thereis
no plsFory but of the majority, or of minorities as defined in!rela;{i.on to the
majority. And yet “how to win the majority” is a totally secondary proble
1n relation to the advances of the imperceptible. F ®
‘ Letus try to say it another way: There is no becorning-rman because man
is t‘he.molar e:}ti‘{y par excellence, whereas becomings are molecular. Th
faqah}ty function showed us the form under which man constitute.s ch
majority, or rath_er the standard upon which the majority is based: white
male, :tldl.,llt, “rational,” etc., in short, the average European, the sul.:)'ect ot,‘
enunciation. Following the law of arborescence, it is this cen’tral Poir}lt that
movgs acr‘osfq all 'of space or the entire screen, and at every turn nourishes a
cert{im distinctive opposition, depending on which faciality trait is
retained: m_ale-(female), adult-(child), white-(black yellow, or red);
ratlon_al_-(an;mal). The central point, or third eye, thus I’las the p;‘o ert 013"
organizing b.mary distributions within the dualism machines I::'a*.ndy of
rfzproducmg itself in the principal term of the opposition; the enti,re oppo
sition at the same time resonates in the central point. The’constitutionpopf s;
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“majority” as redundancy. Man constitutes himself as a gigantic memory,
through the position of the central point, its frequency (insofar as it is nec-
essarily reproduced by each dominant point), and s resonance (insofar as
all of the points tie in with it). Any line that goes from one point to another
in the aggregate of the molar system, and is thus defined by points answer-
ing to these mnemonic conditions of frequency and resonance, is a part of
the arborescent system.5?

What constitutes arborescence is the submission of the line to the point.
Of course, the child, the woman, the black have memories; but the Memory
that collects those memories is still a virile majoritarian agency treating
them as “childhood memories,” as conjugal, or colonial memories. It is
possible to operate by establishing a conjunction or collocation of contigu-
ous points rather than a relation between distant points: you would then
have phantasies rather than memories. For example, a woman can have a
female point alongside a male point, and a man a male point alongside a
fernale one, The constitution of these hybrids, however, does not take us
very far in the direction of a true becoming (for example, bisexuality, as the
psychoanalysts note, in no way preciudes the prevalence of the masculine
or the majority of the “phallus”), One does not break with the arborescent
schema, one does not reach becoming or the molecular, as long as a line is
connected to two distant points, or is composed of twe contiguous points.

A line of becoming is not defined by points that it connects, or by points
that compose it; on the contrary, it passes between points, it comes up
through the middle, it runs perpendicular to the points first perceived,
transversally to the localizable relation to distant or contiguous poinis.® A
point is always a point of origin. But a line of becoming has neither begin-
ning nor end, departure nor arrival, origin nor destination; to speak of the
absence of an origin, to make the absence of an origin the origin, is a bad
play on words. A line of becoming has only a middle. The middie is not an
average; it is fast motion, itis the absolute speed of movement. A becoming
is always in the middle; one can only get it by the middie. A becoming s nei-
ther one nor two, northe relation of the two; it is the in-between, the border
or line of flight or descent running perpendicular to both. If becoming isa
block (a line-block), it is because it constitutes a zone of proximity and
indiscernibility, a no-man’s-land, a nonlocalizable relation sweeping up
the two distant or contignous points, carrying one into the proximity of the
other—and the border-proximity is indifferent to both contiguity and to
distance. The line or block of becoming that unites the wasp and the orchid
produces a shared deterritorialization: of the wasp, in that it becomes a lib-
erated piece of the orchid’s reproductive system, but also of the orchid, in
that it becomes the object of an orgasm in the wasp, also liberated from its
own reproduction. A coexistence of two asymmetrical movements that
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combine to form a block, down a line of flight that sweeps away selective
bressures. The line, or the block, does not link the wasp to the orchid, any
more than it conjugates or mixes them: it passes between them, carrying
them away in a shared proximity in which the discernibility of points dis-
appears. The line-system {(or block-system) of becoming is opposed to the
point-system of memory. Becoming is the movement by which the line
frees itself from the point, and renders points indiscernible: the rhizome,
the opposite of arborescence; break away from arborescence. Becoming is
an antimemory. Doubtless, there exists a molecular memory, but as a fac-
tor of integration into a majoritarian or molar system, Memories always
have a reterritorialization function. On the other hand, a vector of
deterritorialization is in no way indeterminate: it is directly plugged into
the molecular levels, and the more deterritoriatized it is, the stronger is the
coniact: it is deterritorialization that makes the aggregate of the molecular
components “hold together.” From this point of view, one may contrast a
childhood block, or a becoming-child, with the childhood memory: “a”
molecular child is produced - - - “a" child coexists with us, in a zone of prox-
imity or a block of becoming, on aline of deterritorialization that carries us
both off—as opposed to the child we once were, whom we remember or
phantasize, the molar child whose future is the adult. “This will be child-
heod, but it must not be my childhood,” writes Virginia Woolf, (Orlando
already does not operate by memories, but by blocks, blocks of ages, block
of epochs, blocks of the kingdoms of nature, blocks of sexes, forming so
many becomings between things, or so many lines of deterritoriali-
zation.)* Wherever we used the word “meimories” in the preceding pages,
we were wrong to do so; we meant to say “becoming,” we were saying
becoming.
If the line is opposed to the point (or blocks to memories, becoming to
the faculty of memory), it is not in an absolute way: a punctual system
includes a certain utilization of lines, and the block itself assigns the point
new functions, In a punctual system, a point basically refers to linear coor-
dinates. Mot only arc a horizontal line and a vertical line represented, but
the vertical moves parallel to itself, and the horizontal superposes other
horizontals upon itself; every point is assigned in relation to the two base
coordinates, but is also marked on a horizontal line of superposition and
on a vertical line or plane of displacement, Finally, two points are con-
nected when any line is drawn from one to the other. 4 system is termed
bunciual when its lines are taken as coordinates in this way, or as localizable
conntections; for example, systems of arborescence, or mofar and mne-
monic systeims in general, aré punctual. Memory has a punctual organiza-
tion because every present refers simultaneously to the horizontal line of
the flow of time (kinematics), which goes from an old present to the actual
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present, and the vertical line of the orkclier of ‘ilmei1 g&fﬁgﬁﬁ?gﬁhﬁ; iﬁs
from the present to the past, or to the represe nof the Sl withoué
This ts, of course, a basic scherr}a that cannot be deve ?pe d]-;n .
running into major complications, but it 1s the onedoun in representa-
tions of art forming a “didactic” system, in other wor Is,a inl moteshies
Musical representation, on the one hanc'i, d_raws a horizontal, melociel aré
the bass line, upon which other melodic lines are superposed; p‘ ats are
i at enter into reiations of counterpoint betwegn lines. On :
?:5115: fxgntci it draws a vertical, harmonic line or planf:j Whmh i-nol\:i fqlgl;g
the horizontals but is no longelrj flepi??d?pt ug;n v\ﬁ}(‘l?]:ﬁ;t ;;?swri?l : chgrds
low and defines a ¢hord capable of hnlang : pang cho thié
Pictorial representation has an analogous_ form, with m_eanst 01 - bec'ause
is not only because the painting hasa vertical and a hOI‘lZOI:l al, it because
its and colors, each on its own account, relate to vemca} sof disp
:ﬁzgﬁxlrtlii horizontals of’ superposit.ion {for example, the vclru;:ral ;olocirfl'z;rgs,
or white, ight and tonality; the honzoptal wartn form, oria acjE t:‘c : ;‘ matics
and modality, etc.). To cite only relatively recent examp es, 1; s evident
in the didactic systems of Kandinslq, Klee, and Mondrian, whic
ily i encounter with music. ‘
Sa?Ztliggn??narize the principal charagteristics.of apunctual itysteﬁ .ﬁ(el)
Systems of this kind comprise two bas_e lines, honzontgl and \{el ; 1(:21‘:;m bz
serve as coordinates for assigning points. (2) The horizonta . 1nf:tali e
superpased vertically and the vertical line can be moved hgrlzcg; digéns
such a way that new points are produced or reproduced, under ¢ ditions
of horizontal frequency and)w}r)ertécal res;iaix;ci:s.c ;i}itlitrggs ?11}1: fgrm Lo
another, a line can (or cannot) be drawn, ‘
izal ction; dizgonals thus play the role of cpnnectors betwegn
;Oéﬂ::i?lgi?g;:zt levels orgtnoments, :i.nstituting‘ in their ‘Eurn frequctlllcc(;;s
and resonances on the basis of these points of variable horizon or ye;mar,
contiguous or distant.®* These systems are a?.'boresccnt, an;x;xpn{[c.:én Thé
structural; they are systems of territorlahza_tlon or reterritorializati 'the
line and the diagonal remain totally subordma‘ged tothe pomt‘becalési twg
serve as coordinates for a point or a; localizable connections fo
i i m one point to ancther. »
poggségg:él }cggtﬁr: punctulzal system are linear, or r_ather mll'ltllli.lfl:]ar, :gfs
tems. Free the line, free the diagonal: every musiclan or painier ‘;astlon
intention. One elaborates & punctual system or a didactic reprc.sm;'k a 1110:
but with the aim of making it snap, of sendmg a tremgrlthroug'h it. pt'ter
tual system is most interesting when tl‘_lere is a musician, pam’ceritwllﬁmai
philosopher to oppose it, who even f.abrlcatcs it in orderto olfpose O;C wea
springboard to jump from. History is ma.dc oply by those v;rl 0 DIthI; s6 bis
tory (not by those who insert themselves into it, or even reshape 1t).
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not done for provocation but happens because the punctual system they
found ready-made, or themselves invented, must have altowed this opera-
tion: free theline and the diagonal, drawthe line instead of plotting a point,
produce an imperceptible diagonal instead of clinging to an even elabo-
rated or reformed vertical or horizontal, When this is done it always goes
down in History but never comes {rom it. History may try to break its ties
1o memory; it may make the schemas of memory more elaborate, super-
pose and shift coordinates, emphasize connections, or deepen breaks. The
dividing line, however, is not there. The dividing line passes not between
history and memory but between punctual “history-memory” systems and
diagonal or multilinear assemblages, which are in no way eternal: they have
to do with becoming; they are a bit of becoming in the pure state; they are
transhistorical, There is no act of creation that is not transhistorical and
does not come up from behind or proceed by way of a liberated line.
Nietzsche opposes hisiory not to the eternal but to the subhistorical or
superhistorical: the Untimely, which is another name for haecceity,
becoming, the innocence of becoming (in other words, forgetting as
opposed to memory, geography as opposed to history, the map as opposed
to the tracing, the rhizome as opposed to arborescence). “The unhistorical
is like an atrmosphere within which alone life can germinate and with the
destruction of which it must vanish. . . . What deed would man be capahle
of if he had not first entered into that vaporous region of the unhis-
torical?”® Creations are like mutant abstract lines that have detached
themselves from the task of representing a world, precisely because they
assemble a new type of reality that history can only recontain or relocate in
punctual systems. .
When Boulez casts himself in the role of historian of music, he does so in
order to showhow a great musician, in a very different mannerin each case,
invents a kind of diagonal running between the harmonic vertjcal and the
melodic horizon. And in each case it is a different diagonal, a different
technique, a creation. Moving along this transversal line, which is reallya
line of deterritorialization, there is a sound block that no Ionger has a point
of origin, since it is always and already in the middle of the line; and no
longer has horizontal and vertical coordinates, since it creates its own coor-
dinates; and no longer forms a localizable connection from one point to
another, since it is in “nonpulsed time™: a deterritorialized rhythmic block
that has abandoned points, coordinates, and measure, like 2 drunken boat
that melds with the line or draws a plane of consistency. Speeds and
slownessesinject themselves into musical form, sometimes impelling it to
proliferation, linear microproliferations, and sometimes to extinction,
sonorous abolition, involution, or both at once. The musician is in the best
positionto say: “IT hate the faculty of memory, I hate memories.” And that is
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because he or she affirms the power of b-ecoming. Tl}e Yiennese sgh_ool is
exemplary of this kind of diagonal, this kind of line-block. But it can
equally be said that the Viennese scho_ol found a new ?‘YStefn,Of territo-
rialization, of points, verticals, and horizontals tha_t position it in H;sto_ry.
Another attempt, another creative act, came aftc_r it. The 1m1?ortzm’tl thing
is that all musicians have always proceedqd in this way: drawm_g th.mr own
diagonal, however fragile, outside points, ocutside coordinates apd
localizable connections, in order to float a sound b!qcl{ down acreated, lib-
erated Jine, in order to unleash in space this mobile and mutant sound
block, a haecceity (for example, chromatic‘isp}, .aggregates, and compleﬂ::
notes, but already the resources and possibilities of polyphony, etc:).
Some have spoken of “oblique vectors” with res'pec‘t tothe organ, The diag-
onal is often composed of extremely complex lines and spaces of sound. Is
that the secret of a little phrase or a rhythm}'c block?' Undopbtedly, the
point now assumes a new and essential creative fll_nct}on. It is no longer
simply a question of an inevitable destiny %'econstttl}tmg a punctl}al 5ys-
tem; on the contrary, it is now the point that is subgrdmated to thf: llpe, tpe
point now marks the proliferation of the line, or its suddcf? dfa\qanon, lti
acceleration, its slowdown, its furor or agony. Mozart’g m1croblocl-:s.
The block may even be reduced to a point, as though to a single note (pou;ltm
block): Berg’s B in Wozzeck, Schumann’s A. Homage to Schumann, the
madness of Schumann: the cello wanders across tl}e g{ld.of the orchestra-
tion, drawing its diagonal, along which thq dtlaterrltonal,}zed sound block
moves, or an extremely sober kind of refrain is “treated” by a very efabo-
rate melodic line and polyphonic architecture, )

In a muliilinear system, everything happens at once: th-e line breaks frge
of the point as origin; the diagonal breaks free of the vertical apd the hori-
zontal as coordinates; and the transversal breaks free of the dm.gonal asa
localizable connection between two points. In shqrt, a block-line passes
amid (au milieu des) sounds and propels itself by its own nonlocal.xzab]e
middle (milieu). The sound block is the infermezzo. Itisa bodgf without
organs, an antimemory pervading musical organization, and 1s all jhe
more sonorous: “The Schumannian body does not stay in place. . .. The
intermezzo [is] consubstantial with the entire Schumanme}u oeuvre.. .. At
the limit, there are only intermezzi. ... The Schumal'mmar{ body }cnqws
only bifurcations; it does not construct itself, it l_ceeps dlyerg'mg aqcorchng
to an accumulation of interiudes. . . . Schumannian beating is panic, but il
is also coded . . . and it is because the panic of the blqws apparent}y keeps
within the limits of a docile language that it is ordinarily not perqezved. .
Let us imagine for tonality two contradictory (and yet concorqnant) sta-
tuses. On the one hand . . . a screen, a language intended to articulaie .the
body . . . accordingto aknown organization. . . . Ontheotherhand, contra-
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dictorily. . . tonality becomes t ithi
oty one dojlfn esticate-,};ﬂe ready servant of the beats within anather
Dox?s the same thing, strictly the same thing, apply to painting? In effect
thq point dges not make the line; the line sweeps away the dcterri.torializec;
point, carries it off under its outside influence; the line does not go from
one point to another, but runs between points in a different direction that
renders them indiscernible. The line has become the diagonal, which h
broken free from the vertical and the horizontal. But the di’agonal h::
already become the transversal, the semidiagonal or free straight line, th
broken or angular line, or the curve—always in the midst of themselzvesE
B;etwe.en tl’le white vertical and the black horizontal lie Klee's gra ‘
-\.andmskyl s red, Monet’s purple; each forms a block of color. This line ig
without origin, since it always begins off the painting, which c-)nly holds it
by th’e middle; it is without coordinates, because it melds with a plane of
consxste_ncy upon which it floats and that it creates; it is without localiz ble
conm.:ctlon, because it has lost not only its representative function butaém
function of outlining a form of any kind—by this token, the line ha}s,
becom-e abstract, truly abstract and mutant, a visual blocl: aI;d under these
c:'ond1t1pns the point assumes creative functions again ag a color-point or
line-point. 59 .The line is between points, in their midst: and no longer goes
frgm one pm_nt to another. It does not outline a shape, “He did not paint
things, he painted between things.” There is no falser problem in paintin
than depth and, in particular, perspective. For perspective is only a histori%
ca]l manner of occupying diagonals or transversals, lines of flight [lignes de
fuzfe: here,_ the lines in a painting moving toward the vanishing point, or
point de fuite~—Trans.], in other words, of reterritorializing the moving \’ris-
ual”bl.oc.k. We use the word “occupy” in the sense of “giving an occupation
tq, fixing a memory and a code, assigning a function. But the lines of
flight, the tr_ansversals, are suitable for many other functions besides this
molar function. Lines of flight as perspective lines, far from being made to
represent depth, themselves invent the possibility of such a representation
which occupies them only for an instant, at a given moment. Perspective’
and even c‘iepth, are the reterritorialization of lines of flight, which alcam;
crea_ted painting by carrying it farther. What is called central Qerspective in
Part:cular plunged the multiplicity of escapes and the dynamism of lines
1pto a Punctual black hole. Conversely, it is true that problems of perspec-
tive triggered a whole profusion of creative lines, a mass release of visual
blocks, at the very moment they claimed to have gained mastery over them

Is painting, in each of its acts of i i
: creation, engaged in a becomi i
as that of music? . ermgasnionse

%
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Becoming-Music. We have tried to define in the case of Western music
(although the other musical traditions confront an analogous problem,
ander different conditions, to which they find different solutions} a block
of becoming at the level of expression, or a block of expression: this bloclk of
becoming rests on transversals that continually escape from the coordi-
nates or punctual systems functioning as musical codes at a given moment.
It is obvious that there is a block of content corresponding to this block of
expression, It is not really a correspondence; there would be no mobite
“block™ if a content, itself musical {and not a subject or a theme), were not
always interfering with the expression, What does music deal with, what is
the content indissociable from sound expression? It is hard to say, but it is
something: 4 child dies, a child plays, a woman is born, a woman dies, a
bird arrives, a bird flies off. We wish to say that these are not accidental
themes in music (even if it is possible to multiply examples), much less imi-
tative exercises; they are something essential. Why a child, 2 woman, a
bird? It is because musical expression is inseparable from a becoming-
woman, a becoming-child, a becoming-animal that constitute its content.
Why does the child die, or the bird fall as though pierced by an arrow?
Because of the “danger” inherent in any line that escapes, in any line of
flight or creative deterritorialization: the danger of veering toward de-
struction, toward abolition. Mélisande [in Debussy’s opera, Pelleas el
AMeélisande —Trans.], a child-woman, a secret, dies twice (“it’s the poor lit-
tle dear’s turn now”). Music is never tragic, music is joy. But there are times
it necessarily gives us a taste for death; not somuch happiness as dying hap-
pily, being extinguished. Not as a function of a death instinct it allegedty
awakens in us, but of a dimension proper to its sound assemblage, to its
sound machine, the moment that must be confronted, the moment the
transversal turns into z line of abolition. Peace and exasperation.®® Music
has a thirst for destruction, every kind of destruction, extinction, brealage,
dislocation. Is that not its potential “fascism”™? Whenever a musician
writes In Memoriam, it is not so much a (uestion of an inspirational motif
ora memory, but on the contrary of a becoming that is only confronting its
own danger, even taking a fall in order to rise again: a becoming-child, a
becoming-woman, a becoming-animal, insofar as they are the content of
music itself and continue to the point of death.

We would say that the refrain is properly musical content, the block of
content proper to music. A child comforts itself in the dark or claps its
hands or invents a way of walking, adapting it to the cracks in the sidewall,
or chants “Fort-Da” (psychoanalysts deal with the Fort-Da very poorly
when they treat it as a phonological opposition or a symbolic component of
the language-unconscious, when it is in fact a refrain). Tra lala. A woman
sings to herself, “I heard her softly singing a tune to herself under her
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breath.” A bird launches into its refrain. All of music is pervaded by bird
songs, in a thousand different ways, from Jannequin to Messiaen, Frr, Frr.
Bdusic is pervaded by childhood blocks, by blocks of femininity. Music is
pervaded by every minority, and yet composes an immense power. Chil-
dren’s, women’s, ethnic, and tervitorial refrains, refrains of love and
destruction: the birth of rhythm. Schumann’s work is made of refrains, of
childhood blocks, which he treats in a very special way: his own kind of
becoming-child, his own kind of becoming-woman, Clara. It would be pos-
sible to catalogue the transversal or diagonal utilizations of the refrain in
the history of music, all of the children’s Games and Kinderszenen, all of
the bird songs. But such a catalogue would be useless because it would seem
like a multiplication of examples of themes, subjects, and motifs, when itis
in fact a question of the most essential and necessary content of music. The
motif of the refrain may be anxiety, fear, joy, love, work, walking, territory
.. . but the refrain itself is the content of music,

We are not at all saying that the refrain is the origin of music, or that
music begins with it. It is not really known when music begins. The refrain
is rather a means of preventing music, warding it off, or forgoing it. But
music exists because the refrain exists also, because music takes up the
refrain, lays hold of it as a content in a form of expression, because it forms
a block with it in order to take it somewhere else, The child’s refrain, which
is not music, forms a block with the becoming-child of music: once again,
this asymmetrical composition is necessary. “Ah, vous dirai-je maman”
(“Ah, mamma, now you shall know™} in Mozart, Mozart’s refrains. A
theme in C, foliowed by twelve variations; not only is each note of the
theme doubled, but the theme is doubled internally. Music submits the
refrain to this very special treatment of the diagonal or transversal, it
upreots the refrain from its territoriality. Music is a creative, active opera-
tign that consists in deterritorializing the refrain. Whereas the refrain is
essentially territorial, territorializing, or reterritorializing, music makes it
a deterritorialized content for a deterritorializing form of expression. Par-
don that sentence: what musicians do should be musical, it should be writ-
ten in music. Instead, we will give a figurative example: Mussorgsky’s
“Lallaby,” in Songs and Dances of Death, presents an exhausted mother sit-
ting up with her sick child; she is relieved by a visitor, Death, who sings a
Iullaby in which each couplet ends with an obsessive, sober refrain, a repet-
itive thythim with only one note, a point-block: “Shush, hittle child, sleep
my little child” (not only does the child die, but the deterritorialization of
the refrain is doubled by Death’in person, who replaces the mother).

Is the situation similar for painting, and if so, how? In no way do we
believe in a fine-arts system; we believe in very diverse problems whose
solutions are found in heterogeneous arts. To us, Art is a false concept, a
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solely nominal concept; this does not, however, preclude the possibility ofa
simultaneous usage of the various arts within a determinable multiplicity.
The “problem” within which painting is inscribed is that of the Jface-
landscape. That of music is entirely different: it is the problem of the
refrain. Each arises at a certain moment, under certain conditions, on the
line of its problem; but there is no possible structural or symbolic corre-
spondence between the two, unless one translates them into punctual sys-
tems. We have distinguished the following three states of the landscape
problem: (1) semiotic systems of corporeality, silhoucties, postures, colors,
and lines (these semiotic systems are already present in profusion among
animals; the head is part of the body, and the body has the milieu, the
biotope as its correlate; these systeras already display very pure lines as, for
example, in the “grass stem” behavior); (2) an organization of the face,
white wall/black holes, face/eyes, or Facial profile/sideview of the eyes (this
semiotic system of faciality has the landscape as its correlate: facialization
of-the entire body and landscapification of all the milieus, Christ as the
European central point); (3) a deterritorialization of faces and landscapes,
in favor of probe-heads whose lines no longer outline a forin or forma con-
tour, and whose colors nc longer lay out a landscape (this is the piciorial
semiotic system: Put the face and the landscape to flight. For example,
what Mondrian correctly calls a “landscape”: a pure, absolutely deterrito-
rialized landscape). ‘

For convenience, we presented three successive and distinct states, but
only provisionally. We cannot decide whether animals have painting, even
though they do not paint on canvas, and even when hormones induce their
colors and lines; even here, there is Httle foundation for 2 clear-cut distine-
tion between amimals and human beings. Conversely, we must say that
painting does not begin with so-called abstract art but recreates the silhou-
ettes and posturas of corporeality, and is already fully in operation in the
face-landscape organization (the way in which painters “worl” the face of
Christ, and make it leak from the religious code in all directions). The aim
of painting has always been the deterritorialization of faces and land-
scapes, either by a reactivation of corporeality, or by a liberation of lines or
colors, or both at the same time. There are many becomings-animal,
becomings-woman, and becomings-child in'painting.

The problem of music is different, if it is true that its problem is the
refrain. Deterritorializing the refrain, inventing lines of deterritorializa-
tion for the refrain, implies procedures and constructions that have noth-
ing to do with those of painting (outside of vague analogies of the sort
painters have often tried to establish). Again, it is not certain whether we
can draw a dividing line between animals and human beings: Are there not,
as Messiaen belicves, musician birds and nonmusician birds? Is the bird’s
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refrain necessarily territorial, or is it not already used for very subile
deterritorializations, for selective lines of flight? The difference between
noise and sound is definitely not a basis for a definition of music, or even
for the distinction between musician birds and nonmusician birds. Rather,
itis the labor of the refrain: Does it remain territorial and territorializing,
or is it carried away in a moving block that draws a transversal across all
coordinates—and all of the intermediaries between the two? Musicis pre-
cisely the adventure of the refrain: the way music lapses back into a refrain
{in our head, in Swann’s head, in the pseudo-probe-heads on TV and radio,
the music of a great musician used as a signature tune, a ditty); the way it
lays hold of the refrain, makes it more and more sober, reduced to a few
notes, then takes it down a creative line that is so much richer, no origin or
end of which isinsight. ..

Leroi-Gourhan established a distinction and correlation between two
poles, “hand-tool” and “face-language.” But there it was a question of dis-
tinguishing a form of content and a form of expression. Here we are consid-
ering expressions that hold their content within themselves, so we must
malee a different distinction: the face with its visual correlates (eyes) con-
cerns painting; the voice with its auditory correlates (the ear is itself a
refrain, it is shaped like one) concerns music. Music i3 a deterrito-
rialization of the voice, which becomes less and less tied to language, just as
painting is a deterritorialization of the face. Traits of vocability canindeed
be indexed to traits of faciality, as in lipreading; they are not, however, in
correspondence, especially when they are carried off by the respective
movements of music and painting. The voice is far ahead of the face, very
far ahead. Entitling a musical work Fisqage (Face) thus seems to be the
greatest of sound paradoxes.?? The only way to “line up” the two problems
of painting and music is to take a criterio z\trinsic to the fiction ofthe fine
arts, to compare the forces of deterritoria izhtion in each case. Music scems
to have a much stronger deterritorializing force, at once more intense and
much more collective, and the voice seems to have a much greater power of
deterritorialization. Perhaps this trait explains the collective fascination
exerted by music, and even the potentiality of the “fascist™ danger we men-
tioned a little earlier: music (drums, trumpets) draws people and armies
into a race that can go all the way to the abyss {(much more so than banners
and flags, which are paintings, means of ¢classification and rallying). It may
be that musicians are individually more reactionary than painters, more
religious, less “social”; they nevertheless wield a collective force infinitely
greater than that of painting:-“The chorus formed by the assembly of the
people is a very powerful bond . ..” It is always possibie to explain this
force by the material conditions of musical emission and reception, but it
is preferable to take the reverse approach; these conditions are explained

o
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by the force of deterritorialization of music. It could be said that from the
standpoint of the mutant abstract machine painting and music do not cor-
respond to the same thresholds, or that the pictorial machine and the musi-
cal machine do not have the same index. There is a “backwardness” of
painting in relation to music, as Klee, the most musicianly of painters,
observed.?? Maybe that is why many people prefer painting, or why aes-
thetics took painting as its privileged model: there is no question that it
“scares” people less. Even its relations to capitalism and social formations
are not at all of the same type.

Doubtless, in each case we must simultaneously consider factors of
territoriality, deterritorialization, and reterritorialization. Animal and
child refrains seem to be territorial; therefore they are not.“music.” But
when music Iays hold of the refrain and deterritorializes it, and deterrito-
rializes the voice, when it lays hold of the refrain and sends it racing off in
a rhythmic sound block, when the refrain “becomes” Schumann or
Debussy, it is through a system of melodic and harmonic coordinates by
means of which music reterritorializes upon itself, gua music. Con-
versely, we shall see that in certain cases even the animal refrain possesses
forces of deterritorialization much more intense than animal silhouettes,
postures, and colors. We must therefore take a number of factors into con-
sideration: relative territorialities, their respective deterritorializations,
and their correlative reterritorializations, several types of them (for
example, intrinsic reterritorializations such as musical coordinates, and
extrinsic ones such as the deterioration of the refrain into a hackneyed
formula, or music into a ditty). The fact that there is no deterrito-
rialization without a special reterritorialization should prompt us to
rethink the abiding correlation between the molar and the molecular: no
flow, no becoming-molecular escapes [rom a molar formation without
molar components accompanying it, forming passages or perceptible
landmarks for the imperceptible processes.

The becoming-woman, the becoming-child of music are present in the
problem of the machining of the voice. Machining the voice was the first
musical operation. As we know, the problem was resolved in Western
music in two different ways, in Italy and ix England: the head voice of the
countertenor, who sings “above his voice,” or whose voice operates inside
the sinuses and at the back of the throat and the palate without relying on
the diaphragm or passing through the bronchial tubes; and the stomach
voice of the castrati, “stronger, more voluminous, more languid,” as if
they gave carnal matter to the imperceptible, impalpable, and aerial.
Dominique Fernandez wrote a fine book on this subject; he shows, fortu-
nately refraining from any psychoanalytic discussion of a link between
music and castration, that the musical problem of the machinery of the
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voice necessarily implies the abolition of the overall dualism machine, in
other words, the molar formation assigning veices to the “man or
woman.”?? Being a man or a woman no longer exists in music, It is not cer-
tain, however, that the myth of the androgyne Fernandez invokes is ade-
guate. It is a question not of myth but of real becoming. The voice itself
must attain a becoming-woman or a becoming-child. That is the prodi-
gious content of music. It is no longer a question, as Fernandez observes, of
imitating a woman or a child, even if it is a child who is singing. The musi-
cal voice itself becomes-child at the same time as the child becomes-
sonorous, purely sonorous. No ¢hild could ever have done that, or if one
did, it would be by becoming in addition something other than a child, a
child belonging to a different, strangely sensual and celestial, world. In
short, the deterritorialization is double: the voice is deterritorialized in a
becoming-child, but the child it becomes is itself deterritorialized, unen-
gendered, becoming, “The child grew wings,” said Schumann, We find the
same zigzag movement in the becomings-animal of music: Marcel Moré
shows that the music of Mozart is permeated by a becoming-horse, or
becomings-bird. But no musician amuses himself by “playing” horse or
bird. If the sound-block has a becoming-animal as its content, then the ani-
mal simultaneously becomes, in sonority, something else, something abso-
ute, night, death, joy—certainly not a generality or a simplification, buta
haecceity, this death, that night. Music takes as its content a becoming-
animai; but in that becoming-animal the horse, for example, takes as its
expression soft kettledrum beats, winged like hooves from heaven or hell;
and the birds find expression in gruppeti, appoggiaturas, staccato notes
that transform them into so many souls.? It is the accents that form the
diagonal in Mozart, the accents above ai-lﬂif one does not follow the
accents, if one does not observe them, ofie-falls back into a relatively
fmpoverished punctual system. The human musician is deterritorialized
in the bird, but it is a bird that is itself deterritorialized, “transfigured,” a
celestial bird that has just as much of a becoming as that which becomes

with it. Captain Ahab is engaged in an irresistible becoming-whale with

Moby-Dick; but the animal, Moby-Dick, must simultaneously become an
unbearable pure whiteness, a shimmering pure white wall, a silver thread
that stretches out and supples up “like” a girl, or twists like a whip, or stands

like a rampart. Can it be that literature sometimes catches up with paint-
ing, and even music? And that painting catches up with music? (Moré cites

Klee’s birds but on the other hand fails to understand what Messiaen says

about bird song.) No art is irnitative, no art can be imitative or figurative.

Suppose a painter “represents” a bird; this is in fact a becoming-bird that

can occur only to the extent that the bird itself is in the process of becoming

something else, a pure line and pure color. Thus imitation self-destructs,
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gince the imitator unknowingly enters into a becoming that conjugates
with the unknowing becoming of that which he or she imitates. One imi-
tates only if one fails, when one fails. The painter and musician do not imi-
tate the animal, they become-animal at the same time as the anirmal
becomes what they willed, at the deepest level of their concord with
Nature.?s Becoming is always double, that which one becomes becomes no
less than the one that becomes—~block is formed, essentially mobile, never
in equilibrium, Mondrian’s is the perfect square. It balances on one corner
and produces a diagonal that half-opens its closure, carrying away both
sides.

Becoming is never imitating. When Hitchcock does birds, he does not
reproduce bird calls, he produces an electromic sound like a field of intensi-
ties or a wave of vibrations, a continuous variation, like a térrible threat
welling up inside us.®® And this applies not only to the “arts™ Moby-Dick’s
effect also hinges the pure lived experiénce of double becoming, and the
book would not have the same beauty otherwise. The tarantella is a strange
dance that magically cures or exorcises the supposed victims of a tarantula
bite. But when the victim does this dance, can he or she be said to be imitat-
ing the spider, to be identifying with it, even in an identification through an
“archetvpal” or “agonistic” struggle? No, because the victim, the patient,
the person who is sick, becomes a dancing spider only to the extent that the
spider itself is supposed 1o become a pure silhouette, pure color and pure
sound to which the person dances.?” One does not imitate; one constitutes
ablock of becoming. imitation entersin only as an adjustment of the block,
like a finishing touch, a wink, a signature. But everything of importance
happens elsewhere: in the becoming-spider of the dance, which occurs on
the condition that the spider itself becomes sound and color, orchestra and
painting. Take the case of the local folk hero, Alexis the Trotter, who ran
“Jile” a horse at extraordinary speed, whipped himself with a short switch,
whinnied, reared, kicked, knelt, lay down on the ground in the manner ofa
horse, competed against them in races, and against bicycles and trains. He
imitated a horse to make people laugh. But he had a deeper zone of proxim-
ity or indiscernibility. Sources tell us that he was never as much of 2 horse
as when he played the harmonica: precisely because he no longer needed a
regulating or secondary imitation. It is said that he called his harmonica his
“chops-destroyer” and played the instrument iwice as fast as anyone else,
doubled the beat, imposed a nonhuman tempo.?® Alexis became all the
more horse when the horse’s bit became a harmonica, and the horse’s irot
went into double time. As always, the same must be said of the animals
themselves. For not only do animals have colors and sounds, but they do
not wait for the painter or musician to use those colors and sounds in a
painting or music, in other words, to enter into determinate becomings-
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cplgr a'nd becomings-sounds by means of components of deterrito-

rialization (we will return to this point later). Ethology is advanced enough

to have entered this reaim.

We are not at all arguing for an aesthetics of qualities, as if the pure
quality (color, sound, ete.} held the secret of a becoming without measure
asin Phglelbus. Pure qualities still seem to us 1o be punctual systems; Thej;
are reminiscences, they are either transcendent or floating memories or
seed; of phantasy. A functionalist conception, on the other hand only
cons_lders the function a quality fulfilis in a specific assemb]age,,or in
passing from one assemblage to another. The quality musi be considered
frqm the st?lndpoint of the becoming that grasps it, instead of becoming
being considered from the standpoint of intrinsic qualities having the
value gf archetypes or phylogenetic memories. For example, whiteness
color, is gripped in a becoming-animal that can be that of the painter or o;‘
Captam Ahab, and at the same time in a becoming-color, a becoming-
whltenes:.s, that can be that of the animal itself. Moby-Dick’s whiteness is
the special index of his becoming-solitary. Colors, silhouettes, and ani-
mal ;efrains are indexes of becoming-conjugal or becoming-social that
also Imply components of deterritorialization. A quality functions only
as a line of deterritorialization of an assemblage, or in going from one
assemblage to another. This is why an animal-block is something other
than a phylogenetic memory, and a childhood block something other
than a childhood memory. In Kafka, a quality never functions for itself or
as a yemory, but rather rectifies an assemblage in which it is deterritori-
al}zeq, and, conversely, for which it provides a line of deterritori-
ahzat}on; for example, the childhood steeple passes into the castle tower.
Fakes 1t at the level of its zone of indiscernibility (“battlements that werei
irregular, broken, fumbling”), and launches down a line of flight (as if one
of the tenants “had burst through the roof”).s? If things are more compli-
cated a-nc.l less sober for Proust, it is because for him qualities retain an air
qf reminiscence or phantasy, and yet with Proust as well these are func-

tlo‘nal blocks acting not as memories or phantasies but as a becoming-
child, a becoming-woman, as components of deterritorialization passing
from one assemblage {0 another.

‘ To the theorems of simple deterritorialization we encountered earlier
{in our discussion of the face),’? we can now add others on generalized
double deterritorialization. Theorem Five: deterritorialization is always
doqble, because it implies the coexistence of 2 major variable and a minor
variable in"simultancous becoming (the two terms of a becoming do not
exchan_ge places, there is no identification between them, they are instead
drawn into an asymmetrical block in which both change to the same extent
and which constitutes their zone of proximity). Thesrem Six: in non:
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symmetrical double deterritorialization it is possible to assign a deter-
ritorializing force and a deterritorialized force, even if the same force
switches from one value to the other depending on the “moment” or aspect
considered; furthermore, it is the least deterritorialized element that
always triggers the deterritorialization of the most deterritorializing ele-
ment, which then reacts back upon it in full force. Theorem Seven: the
deterritorializing element has the relative role of expression, and the
deterritorialized element the relative role of content {as evident in the
arts); but not only does the content have nothing to do with an external sub-
ject or object, since it forms an asymmetrical block with the expression, but
the deterritorialization carries the expression and the content to a proxim-
ity where the distinction between them ceases to be relevant, or where the
deterritorialization creates their indiscernibility (example: the sound diag-
onal as the musical form of expression, and becomings-woman, -child,
-animal as the contents proper to music, as refrains), Theorem Eight: one
assernblage does not have the same forces or even speeds of deterrito-
rialization as another; in each instance, the indices and coefficients must
becalculated according to the block of becoming under consideration, and
in relation to the mutations of an abstract machine (for example, thereisa
certain slowness, a certain viscosity, of painting in relation to music; but
one cannot draw a symbolic boundary between the human being and ani-
mal. One can only calculate and compare-powers of deterritorialization).
Fernandez demonstrates the presence of becomings-woman, becom-
ings-child in vocal music. Then he decries the rise of instrumental and
orchestral music; he is particularty critical of Verdi and Wagner for having
resexualized the voice, for having restored the binary machine in response
to the requirements of capitalism, whick wants a man to be a man and a
woman a woman, each with his or her own voice: Verdi-voices, Wagner-
voices, are reterritorialized upon man and woman. He explains the prema-
ture disappearance of Rossini and Bellini (the retirement of the first and
death of the second) by their hopeless feeling that the vocal becomings of
the opera were no longer possible. However, Fernandez does not ask under
what auspices, and with what new types of diagonals, this cecurs. To begin
with, it is true that the voice ceases to be machined for itself, with simple
instrumental accompaniment; it ceases to be a stratum or a line of expres-
sion that stands on its own. But why? Music crossed a new threshold of
deterritorialization, beyond which it is the instrument that machines the
voice, and the voice and instrument are carried on the same planein arela-
tion that is sometimes one of confrontation, sometimes one of compensa-
tion, sometimes one of exchange and complementarity, The lied, in
particular Schumann’s leder, perhaps marks the first appearance of this
pure movement that places the voice and the piano on the same plane of
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consistency, makes the piano an instrument of delirium, and prepares the
way for Wagnerian opera. Even a case like Verdi’s: it has often been said
that his opera remains lyrical and vocal in spite of its destruction of the bel
canto, and in spite of the importance of orchestration in the final works;
still, voices are instrumentalized and make extraordinary gainsin tessitura
or extension (the production of the Verdi-baritone, of the Verdi-soprano).
A% any raie, the issue is not a given composer, especially not Verdi, or a
given genre, but the more general movement affecting music, the slow
mutation of the musical machine. If the voice returns to a binary distribu-
tion of the sexes, this occurs in relation to binary groupings of instruments
in orchestration, There are always molar systems in music that serve as
coordinates; this dualist system of the sexes that reappears on the levei of
the voice, this molar and punctual distribution, serves as a foundation for
new molecular flows that then intersect, conjugate, are swept up in a kind
of instrumentation and orchestration that tend to be part of the creation
itself. Voices may be reterritorialized on the distribution of the two sexes,
but the continuous sound flow still passes between them as in a difference
of potential.

This brings us to the second point: the principal problem concerning
this new threshold of deterritorialization of the voice is no longer that of a
properly vocal becoming-woman or becoming-child, but that of a
becoming-molecular in which the voice itself is instrumentalized, Of
course, becomings-woman and -child remain just as important, even take
on new importance, but onty to the extent that they convey another truth:
what was produced was already a molecular child, a molecular woman . . .
We need only think of Debussy: the becoming-child and the becoming-
woman in his works are intense but are now inseparable from a molecu-
larization of the motif, a veritable “chemistry” achieved through orches-
tration. The child and the woman are now inseparable from the sea and the
water molecule (Sirens, precisely, represents one of the first complete
attempts to integrate the voice with the orchestra), Already Wagner was
reproached for the “elementary™ character of his music, for its aquaticism,
or its “atomization” of the motif, “a subdivision into infinitely small
uitits.” This becomes even clearer if we think of becoming-animal: birds
are still just as important, yet the reign of birds seems to have been replaced
by the age of insects, with its much more molecular vibrations, chirring,
rustling, buzzing, clicking, scratching, and scraping. Birds are vocal, but
insects are instrumental: drums and violins, guitars and cymbals./ot A
becoming-insect has replaced becoming-bird, or forms a block with it. The
insect is closer, better able to make audible the truth that all becomings are
molecular (cf. Martenot’s waves, electronic music). The molecular has the
capacity to make the elementary communicate with the cosmic: precisely
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because it effects a dissolution of form that connects the most diverse lon-
gitudes and latitudes, the most varied speeds and slownesses, whichlgular—
antees a continuum by stretching variation far beyond its formal limits.
Rediscover Mozart, and that the “theme” was a variation from the start.
Varése explains that the sound molecule (the block) separates into ele-
ments arranged in different ways according to variable relations of spegd,
but also into so many waves or flows of a sonic energy irradiating the entire
universe, a headlong line of flight. That is how he populated the Gobi
desert with insects and stars constituting a becoming-music ofthe worlc_i, or
a diagonal for a cosmos. Messiaen presents multiple chromatic durations
in coalescence, “alternating between the longest and the shortest, in order
to suggest the idea of the relations between the infinitely long durations of
the stars and mountains and the infinitely short ones of the insects and
atoms: a cosimic, elementary powerthat. . . derives above all from the lgbor
of rhythm.”'* The same thing that leads a musician to discover the _bsrds
also leads him to discover the elementary and the cosmic. Both combine to
form a bloclk, a universe fiber, a diagonal or complex space. Music d.15~
patches molecular flows. Of course, as Messiaen says, musicisnot tt_le priv-
ilege of human beings: the universe, the cosmos, is made of refrains; ‘fhe
question in music is that of a power of deterritorialization permeatiig
nature, animals, the elements, and deserts as much as human beings. Thf:
question is more what is not musical in human beings, and what already is
musical in nature. Moreover, what Messiaen discovered in music is the
same thing the ethologists discovered in animals: human beings arc hardly
at an advantage, except in the means of overcoding, of making punctual
systems. That is even the opposite of having an advantage; through
becomings-woman, -child, -animal, or -molecular, nature opposes 1ts
power, and the power of music, to the machines of human b?ing:s, lthe roar
of factories and bombers. And it is necessary to reach that point, it is neces-
sary for the nonmusical sound of the human being to form a block with the
becoming-music of sound, for them to confront and embrace each other
like two wrestiers who can no longer break free from each other’s grasp, and
slide down a sloping line: “Let the choirs represent the survivors. . . Faintly
one hears the sound of cicadas. Then the notes of a lark, followed by the
mockingbird. Someone laughs . . . A woman sobs . .. From a male a great
shout: WE ARE LOST! A woman’s voice: WE ARE SAVED! Staccato cries: Lost!
Saved! Lost! Saved!”1%
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Quel, no. 66 (Summer 1976), pp. 26-42; the women’s death squad, the public display of wid-
ows and mothers in mourning, the slogan (mots d'ordre) “Coffins and Cradles.”

33, Paul Virilio, L 'insécurité du territoire, chapter 1. Although Hannah Arendt identifies
Nazism and totalitarianism, she expressed this principle of Nazi domination: “Their idea of
domination was something that no stale and no mere apparatus of violence can ever achieve,
but only a movement that is constantly kept in mation™; The Origins of Totalitarianism (New
Yorl: Harcourt, Brace and World, 1966), p. 326; even the war, and the danger of losing the
war, acted as accelerators {pp. 325-326, 3944f., 410, 462ff).

16, 1730: Becoming-Intense, Becoming-Animal,
Becoming-imperceptible

1. On the complementarity between series and structure, and how it differs from evolu-
tionism, see Henri Daudin, Cuvier et Lamarck. Les classes zoologiques et l'idée de serie
animale, vol. 2 of Etudes d’histoire des sciences naturelles (Paris: Alean, 1926); and Michel
Foucault, The Order of Things (New York: Vintage, 1970).

2, See Carl Jung, Symbols of Transformation, irans. R, E C. Huil (New York: Harper,
1962), and Gaston Bachelard, Lauiréamont (Paris: Librairie José Corti, 1939).

3. Claude Lévi-Strauss, Totemism, trans, Rodney Needham (Boston: Beacon Press,
1963}, p. 78.

4. Jean-Pierre Vernant in Problemes de la guerre en Gréce ancienne (Civilisations et
sociétés, no. 11), ed. Jean-Pierre Vernant (The Hague: Mouton, 1568), pp. 15-16.

5. Cn the opposition between sacrificial series and totemic structure, see Lévi-Strauss,
The Savage Mind{Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1966), pp. 223-228. Despiteall ofhis
severity toward the series, Lévi-Strauss recognizes the compromise between the two themes:
structure itself implies a very concrete feeling for affinities (pp. 37-38) and is based on two
serics between which it organizes homologies of relations. In particular, “becoming-
historical® can bring complications or degradations that replace these homologies with
resemblances and identifications between terms (see pp. 115ff, and what Lévi-Strauss calls
the “flipside of totemism™). :

6. Jean Duvignaud, L'anomie. Herésie et Subversion (Paris: Ed. Anthropos, 1973).
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7. [TrRans: H, P, Lovecraft, *Through the Gates of the Silver Key,” in T#he Drearm-Quest
of Unknown Kadath {New Yorl: Ballantine Books, 1970), pp. 191-192.]
8. Hugo von Hofmannsthal, Leftres du voyageur & son retour, trans. Jean-Claude
Schneider (Paris: Mercure de France, {969), leiter of May 9, 1901,
9. Anton Reiser (extracts) in La legende dispersee. Anthologie du romantisme allemand
(Paris: Union Générale d’Editions, 1976), pp. 36-43. b

1Q. [TRANS; A Universal History of Infamy, trans. Norman Thomas di Giovanni (New
York: Dutton, 1972); Jorge Luis Borges and Margasita Guerrero, Manual de zoologia
SJantastica (Mexico City: Fondo de Cultura Econdmica, 1957}, p. 9. The lebizén 1s a fantastic
creature of Uruguayan folldore to which many shapes are attributed.]

11. On the man of war, his extrinsic position in retation to the State, the family, and reii-
gion, and on the becomings-animal, becomings-wild animal he enters into, see Dumézil, in
particular, Mythes et dieux des Germains (Paris: E. Leroux, 1939); Horace et les Curiaces
(Paris: Gallimard, 1942); The Destiny of the Warrior, trans. Alf Hiltebeital {Chicage: Univer-
sity of Chicago Press, 1970); Mythe er épopée (Paris: Gallimard, 1968-1973), vol. 2. One may
also refer 1o the studies on leopard-man societies, ete., in Black Africa; itis probable that these
societies derive from brotherhoods of warriors. But after the colonial State prohibited tribal
wars, they turned into crime associations, while stili retaining their territorial and political
importance, One of the best studies on this subject is Paul Ernest Josct, Les sociétes secrétes
des hommes-léopards en Afrigue noire (Paris: Payot, 1955). The becomings-animat proper to

these groups seem o us 1o be very different from the symbolic relations between human and

anirnal as they appear in State apparatuses, but also in pre-State institutions of the totemism
type. Lévi-Strauss clearly demonstrates that totemism already implies a kind of embryonic
Staie, to the extent that it exceeds tribal boundaries (The Savage Mind, pp. 137£).

12, [Trans: Kafka, “Josephine the Singer, or the Mouse Foll," in Thie Complete Stories of
Franz Kafka, ed. Nahum N, Glazer (New Yoric Schocken, 1983).]

13. Georges Canguilkem, On the Normal ard the Pathological, trans. Carolyn R.
Fawcett, intro. Michel Foucault (Boston: Reidel, 1978}, pp. 73-74,

14. . H. Lawrence: “1 am tired of being told there is no such animal. . . . If1am a giraffe,
and the ordinary Englishmen who write about me and say they know mteare nice well-behaved
dogs, there it is, the animals are different. . . . You don’t love me. The animal that [ am you
instinctively dislike™; The Collected Letters aof D, H, Lawrence, vol. 2, ed. Hairy T. Moore
(New York: Viking, 1962), letter to J. M. Murry, May 20, 1929, p. 1154,

15. [TraNs: Herman Meiville, Moby Dick, chapter 36, “The Quarter-Deck.”]

16. René Thom, Structural Stability and Morphogenesis, trans. D. H. Fowler (Reading,
Mass.: Benjamin Fowler/Cummings, 1975), p. 319.

17. Edward Leach, Rethinking dnthropology (New York: Humanities Press, 1971),
pp. 18-25.

18. [Trans: Emile Erckmann and Alexandre Chatrian, Hugues-le-loup {Paris: J.
Bonaventure, n.d.).]

19. [TrANS: Leach, Rethinking Anthropology, p. 18.3

20. See Jacques Lacarriére, Les horimes ivres de dieu (Paris: Fayard, 1975).

21. Pierre Gordon, in Sex and Religion, trans. Renée and Hilda Spodheim (New York:
Social Science Publishers, 1949), studied the role of animal-men in rites of “sacred
defloration.” These animal-men impose a ritual alliance upon filiative groups, themselves
belong to brotherhoods that are on the outside or on the fringes, and are masters of contagion
and epidemic. Gordon analyzes the reaction of the villages and cities when they begin to fight
the animal-men ir order to win the right to perform their own initiations and order their alli-
ances according to their respective filiations (for example, the fight against the dragon). We
find the same theme, for example, in Geneviéve Calame-Griaule and Z, Ligers, “L’homme-
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hyéne dans la tradition soudanaise,” L'Homme, 1, 2 (May-August 1961), pp. 89-118: the
hyena-man lives on the fringes of the village, or between two villages, and can keep alookout
in both directions. A bero, or even two heroes with a fiancée in each other’s village, triumphs
over the man-animal. It is as though it were necessary to distinguish two very different states
of alliance: a demonic alliance that imposes itself from without, and imposes its law upon all
of the filiations (a forced alliance with the monster, with the man-animal), and a consensual
alliance, which is on the contrary in conformity with the law of filiations and is established
after the men of the villages have defeated the monster and have organized their own rela-
tions. This sheds new light on the question of incest. For it is not enough to say that the prohi-
bition against incest results from the positive requirements of zlliance in general. There is
instead a kind of alliance that is so foreign and hostile to filiation that it necessarjly takes the
position of incest (the man-animal always has a relation te incest), The second kind of alliance
prohibitsincest because it can subordinate itselfto the rights of filiation only by lodging itself,
preciscly, between two distinct filiations. Incest appears twice, once as a monstrous power of
alliance when alliance overturns filiaticn, and again as z prohibited power of filiation when
filiation subordinaies alliance and must distribute it among distinct lineages.

22, [TrANS: See Fitzgerald, “The Crack-up,” in The Crack-up. With Other Uncollected
Figces, ed. Edmund Wilson (Mew York: New Directions, 1956). The allusion 10 Faust is t¢
Goethe, Faust, Part I, lines 1323413247

23, Richard Matheson and Isaac Asimov are of particular importance in this evolution
(Asimov extensively develops the theme of symbiosis).

24, Carlos Castaneda, Tales of Power (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1974}, p. 159,

25, [Trans: Lovecraft, “Through the Gates of the Silver Key,” p. 197.]

26. See D. H. Lawrence, the first and second poems of Tortoises (New York: T.
Selzer, 1921).

27, [TRANS: Virginia Woolf, The Waves (New York: Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, 1931),
p. 139.]

28. See the Inquisition manual, Le marteau des sorciers (1486), ed. H. Institoris and J.
Sprengler (Paris: Plen, 1973), vol. 1, p. 1&, and vol. 2, p, 8. The first and simpiest case is that of
Ulysses’ companions, who believed themselves, and were believed to have been, transformed
into pigs (or again, King Nebuchadnezzar, transformed into an ox). The second case is more
complicated: Diomedes’ companions do not believe they have been changed into birds, since
they are dead, but demons take over birds’ bedies and pass them off as those of Diomedes”
companicns. The need to distinguish this more complex case is explained by phenomena of
transfer of affects; for example, a lord on a hunting excursicn cuts off the paw of a wolf and
returns home to find his wife, who had not left the house, with a hand cut off, or a man strikes
cats, and the exact wounds he inflicts turn up on wonien.

29, On the problem of intensities in the Middle Ages, the proliferation of theses on this
topic, the constitution of kinetics and dynamics, and the particularly important role of
Nicholas Oresme, see Pierre Duhem’s classic work, Le systeme du monde(Paris: A. Hermann
& Fils, 1913-1959), vols. 7-9 {La physique parisienne au XIVe sitcle).

30. Etienne Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire, Principes de philosophie zoologique (Paris: Picton et
Didier, 1930). And on particles and their movements, Notions synthetiques, historigues et
physiologiques de philosaphie naturefle (Paris; Denain, 1838).

31, Viadimir Slepian, “Fils de chien,” Afinuit, no. 7 (January 1974). We have given a
very simplified presentation of this text.

32. See Roger Dupouy, “Du masochisme,” dAnnales Médico-psychologiques, series 12,
vol. 2 {1929), p. 405.

33, This is sometimes written “ecceity,” deriving the word from ecce, “hereis.” Thisisan
error, since Duns Scotus created the word and the coneept from Azec, “this thing.” Butitisa
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fruitful error because it suggests a mode of individuation that is distinct from that of 2 thing or
a subject,

34, Michel Tournier, Les météores (Paris: Gallimard, 1975), chapter 23, “L'ame déployée.”

35. [TraNS: On Aeon versus chronos, see Deleuze, Lag.xque it sens (Paris: Minuit, 1969,
especiaily series 23, pp. £90-197.]

36. Pierre Boulez, Conversations with Cel'estm Delizge (London; Eulenberg Boolcs,
1976), pp. 68-71 (*It is not possible to introduce phenomena of tempe inio music that has
been calculated only electronically, in . . . lengths expressed in seconds or microseconds™; p.
70).

37. Ray Bradbury, The Machineries of Joy(New York: Simon and Schuster, 1964), p. 53.

38. [TRANS: Virginia Woolf, Mrs. Dalloway (New Yorl Harcourt Brace and World,
1925),p. 11.]

39. Gustave Guillaume has proposed a very interesting conception of the verb. He dis-
tinguishes between an interior time, enveloped in the “process,” and an exterior time pes-
taining to the distinction between epochs (Epogues et niveaux temporels dans le sysiéme de
la conjugaison francaise, Cahiers de linguistique structurale [Université de Laval, Quebec],
no. 4 [1955]). Tt seems to us that these two poles correspond respectively to the infinitive-
becoming, Aeon, and the present-being, Chronos. Each verb leans more oress in the direc-
tion of one pole or the other, not only according to its nature, but also according to the
nuances of its modes and tenses, with the exception of “becoming” and “being,” which cor-
respond ta both poles, Proust, in his study of Flaubert's style, shows how the imperfect tense
in Flaubert takes on the value of an infinitive-becoming: Chronigues (Paris: Gailimard,
1927, pp. 197-199]

4. Onthe problem of proper names (in what sense is the proper name outside the limits
of classification and of aniother nature, and in what sense is it at the limit and still a part of
classification?), see Alan Henderson Gardiner, The Theory of Proper Names, 2nd ed. {MNew
York: Oxford University Press, 1957), and Lévi-Strauss, The Savage Mind, chapter 7 (“Time
Regained”), pp. 217-244.

41. We have already encountered this problem of the indifference of psychoanalysis 1o
the use of the indefinite article or pronoun among children: as early as Freud, but more espe-
cially in Melanie Klein (the children she analyzes, in particular, Little Richard, speak in terms
of “a,” “one,” “people,” but Klein exerts incredible pressure to turn them into personal and
possesswe family locutions). It seems to us that Laplanche and Pontalis are the only ones in
psychoanalysis to have had any inkling that indefinites play a specific role; they protested
against any overrapid interpretive reduction: “Fantasme originaire,” Les temps modernes,
no. 215 (April 1964), pp. 1861, 1868,

42, Seethe subjectivist or personalist conception of language in Emile Benveniste, Prob-
lems in General Linguistics, irans. Mary Elizabeth Meek (Coral Gables, Fla.: University of
Miami Press, 1971), chapters 20 (“Subjectivity in Language,” pp. 223-230) and 21 (“Analyti-
cal Philosophy and Language,” pp. 231-238), especially pp. 220-221 and 225-226.

43. The essential texts of Maurice Blanchot serve to refute the theory of the “shifter” and
of personology in linguistics. See L'entretien Infini (Paris: Gallimard, 1969), pp. 556-567.
And on the difference between the two propositions, “I am unfortenate” and “he is unfortu-
nate,” or between “I die” and “one dies,” see La part du feu (Paris: Gallimard, 1949), pp.
29-30, and The Space of Literature, trans. Ann Smock (Lincoln: University of Nebraska Press,
1982), pp. 90, 122, 126. Blanchot demonstrates that in all of these cases the indefinite has
nothing to do with “the banality of daily life,” which on the contrary would be on the side of
the personal pronoun.

44, [rranNs: These guotes, the first from Nietzsche, the second from Kafka, are quoted
more fuily in 12, “1227: Treatise on Nomadology,” p. 353.]
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45, For example, Frangois Cheng, Chinese Poetic Writing, trans. Donald A. Riggs and
Jerome P, Seaton (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1982), his analysis of what he calls
“the passive procedures,” pp. 23-42,

46, Seethe statements of the “repetitive™ American musicians, particularly Steve Reich
and Philip Glass.

47. Mathalie Sarraute, in The Age of Suspicion, trans. Marie Jolas (New York: Braziller,
1963), shows how Proust, for example, is tora between the two planes, in that he extracts from
his characters “the infinitesimal particles of an impalpable matter,” but also glues all of the
particles back into a coherent form, slips them into the envelope of this or that character. See
pp. 50, 94-95,

43. See the distinction between the iwo Planes in Artaud. One of them is denounced as
the source of all iliusions; The Peyote Dance (iranslation of Les Tarahumaras), trans, Helen
Weaver (Mew Yorlk: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 1976), pp. 12-13,

49, Rabert Rovini, introduction to Friedrich Holderlin, Hypérion (Paris: 10/ 13 E968),

50. We have referred to an unpublished study of Kieist by Mathieu Carriére.

5t. “Where did the title of your second book, 4 Year From Monday, come from?” “From
a plan a group of friends and I made to meet each other again in Mexico *a year from next
ionday.” We were together on a Saturday. And we were never able to fulfil that plan. It's a
form ofsilence. . . . The very fact that our plan {ailed, the fact we were unable to meet doesnot
mean that everything failed. The plan wasn’t a failure™; John Cage and Daniel Charles, For the
Birds (Boston: Marion Boyers, 1951), pp. 116-117.

52, That is why we were able to take Goethe as an example of a transcendenial plane.
Goethe, however, passes for a Spinozist; his botanical and zoological studies uncover an
immanent plane of composition, which allies him to Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire (this resem-
blance has often been peinted out). Nonctheless, Goethe retains the twofold idea of a devel-
oprmient of form and a formation-education of the Subject; for this reason, his plane of
immanence has already crossed over 10 the other side, to the other pole.

53. On ali of these points (proliferations-dissolutions, accumulations, indications of
speed, the affective and dynamic role), see Pierre Boulez, Conversations with Célestin
Deliége, pp. 21-22, 68-71. In another text, Boulez stresses a littie-known aspect of Wagner:
not only are the leitmotifs freed from their subordination to the scenic characters, but the
speeds of development are freed from the hold of a “formal code™ or a tempo (“Le temps
re-cherché,” in Das Rheingold Programmbeft, vol. 1 [Bayreuth, 1976], pp. 3-11). Boujez
pays homage to Proust for being one of the first to understand this floating and
transformable role of Wagnerian motifs.

54, The themes of speed and slowness are most extensively developed in The Caplive:
“Tounderstand the emotions which they arouse, and which others even better-looking donot,
we must realise that they are not immobile, but in motion, and add to their person a sign corre-
sponding to that which in physics denotes speed . . . to such beings, such fugitive heings, their
own nature and our anxiety fasten wings”; vol. 3 of Remembrance of Things Past, trans. C. K.
Moncrieff, Terence Kilmartin, and Andreas Mayor (New York: Random House, 1981), pp.
36-87, 68

55. [tRANS: The word translated as “proximity” is veisinage, which Deleuze and Guattari
draw from set theory. The corresponding mathematical term in English is “neighborhood.”]

56. Louis Wolfson, Leschizo et les langues, preface by Gilles Deleuze (Paris: Gallimard,
1970},

57. René Schérer and Guy Hocquenghem, Co-ire, Recherche, no. 22 (1976), pp. 76-82:
see their critique of Bettelheim’s thesis, which considers the becomings-animal of the child
merely an autistic symbolism that expresses the anxiety of the parents more than any reality
of the child. See Bruno Bettelheim, The Empty Fortress (New Yorl: Free Press, 1967).
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58, Philippe Gavi, “Les philosophes du fantastique,” Libération, March 31, 1977, For
the preceding cases, what we must arrive at is an understanding of certain so-called neurotic
behaviors as a function of becomings-animal, instead of relegating becomings-animal to a
psychoanalytic interpretation of behaviors. We saw this in relation to masochism {and Lolito
explains that the origin of his feats lies in certain masochistic experiences; a fine text by Chris-
{ian Maurel conjugates a becoming-monkey and a becoming-horse in a masochistic pairing).
Anorexia would also have to be understood from the point of view of becoming-animal.

39, See Newsweek, May 16, 1977, p. 57.

60. See Trost, Visible et invisible (Paris: Arcanes) and Libremeént mécanique (Pans:
Minotaure): *She was simultaneously, in her sensible reality and in the ideal prolongation of
her lines, like the projection of a human group yei to come.”

61, See the examples of structural expianation proposed by Jean-Pierre Vernant, in
Probiemes de la guerre en Gréce ancienne, pp. 15-16.

62, On transvestiss in primitive societies, see Bruno Bettelheim (who offers an
identificatory psychological interpretation), Symbelic Wounds (Glencoe, IlL.: Free Press,
1954), and especially Gregory Bateson (who proposes an original structural interpretation),
Naven: A Survey of the Problems Suggested by a Composite Picture of the Culture of a New
Guinea Tribe Drawn from Three Points of Views, 2nd ed. (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford Univer-
sity Press, 1958).

63. Francois Cheng, Chinese Foetic Writing, p. 13.

64. The Diary of Virginia Woolf, ed. Anne Olivier Bell (London: Hogarth Press, 1980),
vol. 3, p. 209: “The idea has come to me that what I want now to do is to saturate every
atom.” On all of these points, we make use of an unpublished study on Virginia Woolf by
Fanny Zavin.

65, [TRaNS: Sdren Kierkegaard, Fear and Trembling, trans. Walter Lowrie (Princeton,
N.I.: Princeton University Press, 1954), p. 104.]

66. Ibid., p. 49. Fear and Trembling secms to us to be Kierkegaard's greatest book
because of the way it formulates the problem of movement and speed, not only in its content,
but also in its style and composition.

67. [TRANS: Fear and Trembling, p. 61.]

68, CarlosCastaneda, Joursney to Ixtlan(New York: Simon and Schuster, 1973}, pp. 297{f.

69, Leslie Fiedler, The Return of the Vanishing American (New York: Stein and Day,
1968). Fiedler explains the secret alliance of the white American with the black or the Indian
by a desire to escape the molar form and ascendangy of the American woman,

70. Henri Michaux, Miserable Mfiracle: Mescaline, trans. Louise Varése (San Francisco:
City Lights, 1963), p. 87: “The horror of it was that I was nothing but 2 line. In normal life one
isasphere, a sphere that surveys panoramas. . .. Now anly aline. . . the accelerated line [ had
become.” See Michaux's line drawings. In the first eighty pages of The Major Ordeals of the
Mind, and the Countless Minor Ores, trans. Richard Howard {New York: Harcourt Brace
Jovanovich, 1974), Michaux further develops the analysis of speeds, molecular perceptions,
and “microphenomena” or “microoperaiions.”

71. [TRANS: A rewriting of Freud’s famous phrase, “Where id was, there ego shall be”
(New Introductory Lectures, Standard Edition, vol, 22, p. 80), and Lacan’s earlier rewriting of
it in *TFhe Freudian Thing,” Ecrits, trans. Alan Sheridan (New York: Nerton, 1977}, pp. 128-
129, 136.]

72. Artaud, The Peyote Dance, pp. 12-14.

73. Michaux, Miserable Miracle (“Remaining Master of One’s Speeds,” pp. 87-88).

74, On the possibilities of silicon, and its relation to carbon from the point of view of
organic chemisiry, see the article, *Silicium,” in the Encyclopedia Universalis.

75. Luc de Heusch shows that it is the man of war who brings the secret: he thinks, eats,
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loves, judges, arrives in secret, while the man of the Siate proceeds publicly. See Le rof fvre ou
Porigine de I'Etat (Paris: Gallimard, 1972}. The idea of the State secret is a late one and
assumes that the war machine has been appropriated by the State apparatus.

76, In particular, Georg Simmel. See The Sociology of Georg Simmel, trans. Kurt H.
Wolif (Glencoe, Iil.; Free Press, 1950}, chapter 3.

77. Paul Erpesi Joset clearly notes these two aspects of the secret initiatory society, the
Mambela ofthe Congo: on the one hand, its relation of influence over the traditional political
ieaders, which gets to the point of a transfer of social powers; and on the other hand, its de
facto relation with the Anioto, as a secret hindsociety of crime or leppard-men (even if the
Anioto are of another origin than the Mambela). See Les sociétés secrétes des hommes-
leopards en Afrigue noire, chapter 5.

78. On the psychoanalytic conceptions of the secret, see Du secret, Nouvelle revue de
psychanalyse, no, 14 (Fall 1976); and for the evolution of Freud on this subject, the article by
Claude Girard, “Le secret aux origines,” pp. 53-83,

79. Bernard Pingaud shows, on the basis of the exempiary text of Henry JTames, “The
Figure in the Carpet™ [The Novels and Tales of Henry James {New York: C. Scribner’s Sons,
1907-1917), vol. 15—Trans.], how the secret jumps from content to form, and escapes both:
Dusecret, pp. 247-249. This text has been frequently commented upon from the viewpoint of
psychoanalysis; above all, J.-B. Pontalis, 4prés Freud (Paris: Gallimard, 1968). But psycho-
analysis rexnains prisoner to a necessarily disguised content and a necessarily symbolic form
(structure, absent cause . . .),atalevel that defines both the unconsciousand language. Thatis
why, in its zesthetic or literary applications, it misses the secret in an author, as well as the
secret of an author. The same goos for the secret of Gedipus: they concern themselves with the
first two kinds of secret but not with the second, which is nevertheless the most important.

$0. On the fogginess of the idea of majority, see Kenneth Asrow’s two famous themes,
“the Condorcet effect” and the “theorem of collective decision.”

21. SeeWilliam Faulkner, Iniruder in the Dust (New York: Vintage, 1948), p. 216. Speak-
ing of Southern whites after the Civil War (not only the poorbut also the old monied families),
Faulliner writcs, “We are in the position of the German after 1933 who had no other alterna-
tive but to be a Nazi or a Jew.”

22, The subordination of the line to the point is clearly evident in the arborescent
schemas: see Julien Pacotte, Le réseau arborescent, schéme primordial de la pensee (Patis:
Hermann, 1936}, and the status of centered or hierarchical systems according to Pierre
Rosenthiehl and Jean Petitot, “Automate asocial et systémes acentrés,” Communications, no.
22 (1974), pp. 45-62. The arborescent schema of majority could be presented as follows:

adult (dominant point)

Man (central point)

A
{(woman) 4 @%m;nw@ male (dominant point)

83. A line of becoming, in relation to the localizable connection of Aand B {distance), or
in relation to their contiguity:
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84. The Diary of Virginia Woolf, vol. 3, p. 236 (Wednesday, November 28, 1928). The
same thing applies to the works of Kafka_ in which childhood biocks function as the opposite
of childhood memories. Proust’s case is more complicated because he performs a mixture of
the twe. The situation of the psychoanalyst is to grasp memeories or phantasies, but never
childhood blocks.

85. Forexample, in the systern of memory, the formaiion of a memory implies a diago-
nal that turns present A into representation A’ in relation 1o the new present B, and into A” in
relation to C, etc.:

A B ci
3, flow of time
\
=G 1
order of time

mi f

See Edmund Husserl, The Phenomenology of Internal Time-Consciousness, ed. Martin
Heidegger, trans, James S, Churchill, intro. Calvin O. Schrag (Bloomington: Indiana Univer-
sity Press, 1964), pp. 48-50.

86. Friedrich Nietzsche, Untimely Meditations, trans, R, J. Hollingdale (New York:
Cambridge University Press, 1983), “On the Uses and Disadvantages of Histary for Life,”
sec. I, pp. 63-64, ¥

87. On all of these themes, see Pierre Boulez. (1) On how transversals always tend to

. escape horizontal and vertical coordinates of music, sometimes even drawing “virtual lines,”

see Notes of an Apprenticeship, ed. Paule Thévenin, trans. Robert Weinstock (IMew Yorl:
Knopf, 1968), pp. 231-232, 295-301, 382-383. (2) On the idea of the sound block or “block of
duration,” in relation 1o this transversal, see Bowulez on Music Today, trans. Susan Bradshaw
and Richard Bennpett (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1971), pp. 55-59.(3)Cn
fhe flistinctian between points and blocks, “punctual sets,” and “aggregative sets” with vary-
ing individuality, see “Sonate que me veux-tu?”, Médiations, no. 7 (1964). The hatred of
memory appears frequently in Boulez; see “Eloge de 'amnésie,” Musique en jeu, no. 4(1971),
pp- 5-14, and “J*ai horreur du souvenir,” in Roger Desormidre et son temps, ed. Denise Mayer
and Pierre Souvtchinsky (Monaco: Ed. du Rocher, 1966). Confining ourselves 1o contempo-
rary examples, one finds analogous declarations in Stravinsky, Cage, Berio. Of course, thereis
a r‘nusical memory that is tied to coordinates and is exercised in social settings (getting up,
going to bed, beating a retreat). But the perception of 2 musical “phrase” appeals less to mem-
ory, even of the reminiscence type, than to an extension or contraction of perception of the
encounter type, It should be studied how each musician sets in motion veritable blocks of for-
getting: for example, what Jean Barraqué calls “slices of forgetting” and “absent develop-
menis” in the work of Debussy; Debussy (Paris: Seuil, 1977), pp. 169-171. One can refertoa
general study by Daniel Charles, “La musique et Poubli,” Thaverses, no. 4 (1977), pp. 14-23,

88, Roland Barthes, “Rasch,” in The Responsibility of Forms, trans. Richard Howard
(New York: Hiil and Wang, 1985), pp. 300-302, 308-309.

89. There are many differences among painters, in all respects, but also a common
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movement: sec Wassily Kandinsky, Point and Line to Plane in vol. 2 of Complete Writings on
Art,ed. [{enneth C. Lindsay and Peter Vergo {Boston: G. I<. Hall, 1982), pp. 524-700; and Paul
Klee, On Modern Art, trans. Paul Findlay, intro. Herbert Reed (London; Faber, 1966). The
aim of statements like those of Mondrian on the exclusive vatue of the vertical and the hori-
zontal is ta show the conditions under which the vertical and horizontal are sufficient to cre-
ate a transversal, which does not even have to be drawn; for example, coordinates of unequal
thickness intersect inside the frame and extend outside the frame, epening a “dynamic axis”
running transversally (see Michel Butor’s comments in Répertoire [Paris: Minuit, 1960-], vol.
3, “Le carré ¢t son habitant™). One can also consult Michel Fried’s article on Pollock’s line,
Three American Painters (Cambridge, Mass.: Fogg Art Museum, 1963), and Henry Mille:’s
discussion of Mash’s line, On Turring Eighty (London: Village Press, 1973).

90. “There was something tense, exasperated 1o the point of intolerable anger, in his
good-humored breast, as he played the finely-spun peace-music., The more exquisite the
music, the more perfectly he produced it, in sheer bliss; and at the same time, the more intense
was the maddened exasperation within him™; D. H. Lawrence, daron’s Rod (New York:
Thomas Seltzer, 1922), p- 16.

9. Although Luciano Berioindicates otherwise, it seems 1o us that his work, Visage, is
composed according to the three states of faciality: first, 2 multiplicity of sound bodies and
silkouettes, then a short symphonic and dominant organization of the face, and finally a
launching of probe-heads in all dircetions. However, there is no question here of music *imi-
tating” the face and its avatars, or of the voice constituting a metaphor. Instead, the sounds
accelerate the deterritorialization of the face, giving it a properly acoustical power, and the
face reacts musically by in turn inducing a deterritorialization ¢f the voice, This isa melecu-
lar face, produced by electrenic music. The voice precedes the face, itself forms the face for
an instant, and outlives jt, increasing in speed—on the condition that it is unarticulated,
asignifying, asubjective.

92. Will Grohman, Pau! Kiee (New York: Harry N. Abrams, n.d.): “Somewhat paradoxi-
cally heremarled that perhaps it had been his good fortune to develop painting, atleast on the
formal plane, {o the stage reached in music by Mozart” (p. 71).

93, Dominigue Fernandez, La rose des Tudors (Paris: Julliard, 1376} (and the novel
Porporino [Paris: Grasset, 1974]}, Fernandez cites pop music as a timid return to great English
vocal music. It would be necessary to tale into consideration techniques of circular breathing,
in which one sings breathing in as well as out, or of sound filtering using zones of resonance
(nose, forchead, cheelcbones—a properly musical use of the face).

94. Mareel Moré, Le dieu Mozart et le monde des oiseasex (Paris: Gallimard, 1971).

05. As we have seen, imitation can be conceived either as a resemblance of terms culmi-
nating in an archetype (series), or as a correspondence of relations constituting a symbolic
order {structure); but becoming is not reducible to either of these. The concept of mimesis is
not only inadequate, it is radically false.

96, Francois Truffaut, Hitcheock (New Yorl: Simonand Schuster, 1967): “T1oak the dra-
matic licence of not having the birds scream at all” (p. 224).

07. See Ernesio de Martino, La terre du remerds (Paris: Gallimard, 1966), pp. 142-170.
Martine, however, retains an interpretation based on the archetype, imitation, and
identification.

98. Jean Claude Larouche, 4lexis le trotteur {Montreal: Ed. du Jour, 1971). They quote
this aceount: “He didn’t play music with his mouth like one of us; he had a huge harmonica we
couldn’t cven play. . . . When be played with us, he would decide all of a sudden to double us.
In other words, he doubled the beat; in the time we played one beat, he played two, which
required extracrdinary wind” (p. 95}.
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99. [TrRanS: See Kafka, The Castle, trans. Willa and Edwin Muir (New Yorle: Kaopf,
1976).]

100. [TraNs: See 7, “Year Zero: Faciality,” pp. 167-191.]

101, André Tétry, Les outils chez fes étres vivants (Paris: Gallimard, 1948), the chapter on
“musical instruments,” with bibliography. An animal’s movement or labor may make noise,
but we speak of a musical instrument whenever animals use apparatuses whose sole function
is to produce various sounds (the musical character, to the extent that it is determinable, is
quite variable, as is the case with the vocal apparatus of birds; there are veritable virtuosos
among insects). From this standpoint, we distinguish: (1) stridutatory apparatuses, of the
stringed instrument type: the rubbing of a rigid surface against another surface (insects, crus-
taceans, spiders, scorpions, pedipalps); {2) percussive apparatuses, of the drum, cymbal, or
xylophone type: direct application of muscles to a vibratory membrane {criclkets and certain
fish). Not only is there an infinite variety of apparatuses and sounds, but the same animal
varies its rhythm, tonality, intensity according to still more mysterious urgencies, “It then he-
comes a song of angex, anxiety, fear, triumph, love. When there is keen excitation, the thythm
of the stridulation varies: in Crioceris filii, the frequency of the rubbing goes from 228 strokes
per minute to 550 or more.”

162. Giséle Brelet, “Musique contemporaine en France,” in Histoire de lo musique, ed,
Roland Manuel, “Pléiade” (Paris: Gallimard, 1977), vol. 2, pp. 1166,

103. Atextby Henry Miller for Varése, The Air-Conditioned Nightmare (New Yori: New
Directions, 1945), pp. 176-177.

11. 1837: Of the Refrain

1. Fernand Deligny, Voix et Voir, Recherches, no. 8 (April 1975), on the way in which,
among autistic children, a “line of drift” deviates from the customary path and begins to
“yibrate,” “toss about,” “yaw.”

2. Paul Klee, On Modern Aré, trans. Paul Findlay, intro. Herbert Reed (Londomn: Faber,
1966), p. 43 [translation medified to agree with the French version cited by the authors]. See
Henri Maldiney’s comments in Regard, parole, espace (Lausanne: L’Age d’homme, 1973),
pp. 149-151. '

3. On the musical nome, the ethos, and the ground or land, notably in polyphony, see
Joseph Samson in Histoire de la musique, ed, Roland Manuel (Paris: Gallimard, 1977}, vol.
2, pp. 1168-1172. One may also refer to the role in Arab music of the “magam,” which is
both a modal type and a melodic formula: Simon Jargy, La musique arabe (Paris: PUF,
1971), pp. 5541,

4, Gaston Bachelard, La dialectique de la durée {Paris. Bovin, 1936), pp. 128-129.
Emphasis added.

5. Jakob Johann von Uexkiill, Mondes animaiix et monde humain (Paris: Gonthigr, 1965),

6. “Their glorious dress is constant. . . . The coloring of coral fish is distributed in farge,
sharply contrasting areas of the body. This is quite different from the color patterns not only
of most fresh-water fish but of nearly all less aggressive and less territorial fish. . . . Lilc the
colors of the coral fish, the song of the nightingale signals from a distance to all members ofits
species that a territory has found an owner.” Konrad Lorenz, On Aggression, irans, Marjosie
Kerr Wilson (Wew York: Harcourt, Brace and World, 1966), pp. 19-20.

7. Ireniius Eibl-Eibesfeldt, Ethology, trans. Erich Klinghammer {(New York: Holt,
Rinchart and Winston, 1975): on monkeys, p. 487; on rabbits, p. 346; onbirds, p. 171: “Zebra
finches with colorful plumage maintain a certain distance from one another, while all-white
birds of the same species perch much closer together.”
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