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2 - - =3 tMemories of a Moviegoer. 1 recall the fine film Willard (1972, Daniel
10 1730 BECUm]ng'IntEHSE; BECﬂmlﬂg 7} ann). A “B" movie perhaps, but a fine unpopular film: unpopular be-

Animal Becoming-Imperce tible... cause the heroes are rats. My memory of it is not necessarily accurate. I will
Imal, g p p : recount the story in broad outline. Willard lives with his authoritarian

mother in the old family house. Dreadful Oedipal atmosphere. His mother
orders him to destroy a litter of rats. He spares one (or two or several). After
@aviolent argument, the mother, who “resembles” a dog, dies. The house is
poveted by a businessman, and Willard 1s in danger of losing it. He likes the
iprincipal rat he saved, Ben, who proves to be of prodigious intelligence.
iThere 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,
ito 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, 1n his
becoming-rat. He tries with all his might to remain among humans, He
gven responds to the advances of a young woman in the office who bears a
strong “resemblance” to a rat—but 1t 15 only a resemblance. 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
‘to the 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 alternate 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 reterritonialization. (Are there Oedi-
pal animals with which one can “play Oedipus,” 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?)
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Memories of a Naturalist. One of the main problems of natural history
was to conceptualize the relationships between animals. It 1s very different
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o th ionism, which defined itself in terms of
e th'li' mspﬁiﬁi?ﬁiﬁﬁﬂﬁ tI"li';'iauti::m. As we know, m‘ﬂluj‘.inmsm v::u;::r
Et:;i‘:: {;Bly;hﬂ idea'nf an evolution thlat dn:-.e:s nlut n:cessa:alj}i; ;g:;‘i:n i
filiation. But it was unavoidable that it begin '-‘;]::h t lfi ﬁ[:m ot sl
Darwin himself treats the E.vc:rlu_t.mmst theme of kins st
1him¢ of the sum and value of differences or {esembllannies a;rtiab:;e arios
things: groups that are equally related can diﬁplﬂ‘.'r’ t‘:::f:h:s: R
of difference with respect to the ancestor. Precisely 'f? s fraanes
is concerned primarily with the sum a:-{:n:ia;z?t?;?m:ﬁaj nr!bn:aks, o
i 1 10MSs, A
CET Ea:? fezgﬁfgfll?zSlzzitﬁg&::nse, in other words, the putssll_lt:;llzgugfd iﬂ:
Egscent the degrees of mm:li!'icatmn ?f which drﬂp?:t?;::; ;;:{bmwem :
tions. Natural history can thinl-:_-::-nll::}:gr::ﬂrhrr::-‘:'r ]Tﬂ
: a ! . .
amligfrzl *sgﬂéfh:ﬁ;ﬁi?; ?::tur::lﬁt transpires at the level of rqlam]}snis]:l;i
For natural history conceives of the n:lauunshl;_ls hit:!:l; a;.:;:'iﬂﬂmlﬁ b b
ways: series and structure. In the case of a senes, | ; b
tc.; all of these terms conform in varying deg g
Tﬁf':mmt: 4:.‘,"1"! [;ﬂ.rfectiun. or quality as the principle behind the E?HESi i
,_mee.nll Erh 'uhe theologians used to call an analogy of proportion. nh' i
is exactly w amrﬂ I'say ais to bas cis to d; and each of these relationships ¢
case of a Sgucits f’ashinn the perfection under consideration: gills a‘_l;le 1::
;ﬂaela]f;? n‘:'. u;rdv:r water as lungs are to breathing air; or the h"-—'aﬂa]lg 1o Elfpsm-
tt:c absence of a heart is to tracheas [in insects] . . . Thl:];:[:i?;fer E_:'f;m s
portionality. In the first case, 1 have resemblances e Therdil
other in a single series, and between series. In the seco Frmids
?n nces that resemble each other within a single slmcturerhaln b
i tures. The first form of analogy passes for the most sensible auires %
flmc d rE-quil'Eﬁ imagination; but the kind of lmagmaltmn It req v
sﬁ;izus one that has to take branchings in the SEﬁﬂ: :jﬂtﬁta‘:;‘;‘:l‘l‘l; ol
tures. ward off false resemblances and gra uatet o
apparenlbr;[; ruémssiuns and regressions or dagraduat_mns m}ﬂ acco -
2‘1:11 ls.ael::: ncltt‘ufm of analogy is considered royal because it l'ﬂ{ld“llf_f;j -
all the resources of understanding {Emendemem]ilmiil['i;ﬁ:d E!]:] ; van‘a’ﬁ
alent relations by discovering, on the one hand, t ; et (e} .
that can be combined to form a structure and, on t :5 pridpimnips; |
lates that entail one another within each structure. existed in natural hi
the two themes of series and structure have‘alw;}’s ct?ave e red i
tory: in appearance contradictory, in practltt:Et ﬂ}'ﬁ o nilndl ‘.
less stable compromise.' In the same way, the two s gequilibriums, This
isted in the minds of the theologians in Vmﬂ:lmrmuus it O
because in both cases Nature 15 concelved asane¢

objective relationships between animals have beenap
lective imagination or a faculty of social understand
\assigns the animal a particularly important role in
*human collectivities. The animal is inseparable from
idouble aspect of progression-regression,
ofa possible transformer of the libido (m
1o'the dream follows from this; given a tr
ine, masculine, or infantile sequences,

10w no longer the eminent term of the series;
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in the form of a chain of bein
sively and regressively,
imitate by graduated
the series; or in the fo

gs perpetually imitating one another, progres-
and tending toward the divine higher term they all
resemblance, as the model for and principle behind

rm of a mirror Imitation with nothing left to imitate
because it itself is the model everything else imitates, this time by ordered

difference. (This mimetic or mimological vision is what made the idea of
an evolution-production 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: yet they
retain something essential throughout the process, across the displace-
ment, in the distribution of a new domain Ideas are always reusable,
because they have been usable before, but in the most varied of actual
modes. For, on the one hand, the relationships between animals are th
object not only 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 elem ents, 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

plied to certain sub-
standpoint of a col-
ing.

ctive unconscious: it
dreams, myths, and
aseriesexhibiting the
in which each term plays the role
etamorphosis). A whole approach
oubling image, it becomes a ques-
1on of integrating it into its archetypal series. That series may include fem-
mi as well as animal, vegetable, even
In contrast to natural history, man is
that term may be an ani-
e,inrelation to a given act
mand of the unconscious.

jective relations between man and animal, from the

Jung elaborated a theory of the Archetype as colle

lementary or molecular sequences.

for man, the lion, crab, bird of prey, or lous
IFfunction, in accordance with a given de
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Bachelard wrote a fine Jungian book when ?:: slah-::jr:—.::t;ed r&l;::ﬂ::rg:_f‘:;:
; Ing i t the spee
1 f Lautréamont, taking into accoun : :
SE;Eaﬁmﬁ:::rphuses and the degree of perfection nf each term in rv.ela;lzn 1;:;
murt: aggressiveness as the principle of the scn'es: thelswgehn_; ;lug,, fhe
E:}rn of the rhinoceros, the dog’s tooth, the owl’s beak; and i ffhe 1;1;““
claw of the eagle or the vulture, the pincer of the crab, the legs fmimesi-;
the suckers of the octopus. Throughout Jung's work a pmcesls D'es iy
brings nature and culture together in its net, by n;ans ::-lfl ?;aa ]?]_g;l B
1on i ' 1 heir terms, and above a
rtion in which the seriesand t _ . :
E:in g a middle position, assure cycles of conversion nature-culture-nature
" I tations.™ .
hetypes as “analogical represen e
amls iE E: chance that structuralism so s.tmngli?' dcnn;?;i ;Ir:; Eﬁsri Egs
i 1 1nati lishment of resem :
orded the imagination, the e;lab | *mblance =
?:1:: imitation pervading the entire series and ]::flrr}r_mg it :: :: ptltit;?:,l;an
i 1 ' 1 7 Nothing 15 mo
identification with this final term: ;
1E,tiln;’-,ﬁ:.ril—':‘lStrauss‘s famous texts on totemism: lranscend external ::ﬂssn;r
blances to arrive at internal homologies.? !1 is m:; Ifl:lf::e::dq;:;mhﬂ]ic
institut 1 ization of the imaginary, but1
stituting a serial organization ol | : ( -
:;:m struc lg ural order of understandlqg, Itis nq.:ilﬁntg_lif aa?;esﬁtnw{;t;ir L:im
i Itimately arriving at an identificatio :
ating resemblances, u . | ident et
1 tical participation. _
and Animal at the heart of a mys .
' 1 ive at a correspondence of re .
ordering differences to arrive at ; _ . st bt
15 distri 1 fferential relations or dis
| is distributed according to di _ _ :
:;:: ons between species; the same goes fﬂrrhu:panlbcmgs, :cini;:;lgilgﬁ
oups considered. When analyzing the institution -'JI"IL e iﬁ . g
it s[::.y that this group of people identifies Wllth that gnu;:sn 'I?t?c?e{hud
say that what group A isto group B, species A'is to species h;.m] ;:51 e
is profoundly different from the pre-:ecdl!ng one: tg]:::: ;;.r:;:] ey twc’,
ith i 1 st discover
each with its totem animal, we mu i
totems entertain relations analogous to those between the two group
row is to the Falcon. .. 1 : |
th’tzl"fls'l-.: method also applies to Man-child, man-woman rw?latm?:t,inntguljf tx::
note, for example, that the warrior has a certain astomshing re

e : . p : i
young woman, we refrain from establishing an imaginary 5&1;]5 Ely:;gmtll; '
. i for a term effecting an equiva :

o together; instead, we look m ef] o,
:.?{;n;'gfhus Vernant can say that marriage 1s l-:r_lhtlt wn:mn t}v::: ;’:; agc'.
the man. The result is a homology between the virgin . [ﬂ fﬂh‘-‘n S
and the warrior who disguises himself as a woman.” In short, sy

: : f
understanding replaces the analogy of proportion with an analogy ot p

portionality; the serialization of resemblances with a structuration of dif:

: . e
ferences: the identification of termslwﬂh an r:quialnytuf hrﬂai:}ﬁ::., th
metamorphoses of the imagination with conceptual metaphors; the grea
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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, [ am to anoth er man what the wolfis to the
sheep.” Structuralism fepresents a great revolution; the whole world
becomes more rational. Lévi-Strauss 1s not content to 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 struc-
tural theme of the institution of the totem, correctly understood. But here,

as in natural history, many compromises are reached between archetypal
series and symbolic structures,

Memories of a Bergsonian. 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, affecging
the animal no less than the human. “From 173010 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 den igrate their existence: 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 what? 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 registeri ng these becomings, which are more like fragments of
tales? Must we not lend credence to 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 somethingelse, something more secret,

ore subterranean: the sorcerer and becomings (expressed in tales instead
myths or rites)?

A becoming is nota correspondence between relations. But neitherisita
mblance, 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 regressalonga 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 neither
dreams nor phantasies. They are perfectly real. But which reality is at issue
here? 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
animal 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 as be-
coming-animal even in the absence of a term that would be the animal
become. The becoming-animal of the human being is real, even if the ani-
mal the human being becomes is not; and the becom ing-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 1t
has no term, since its term in turn exists only as taken up in another becom-
ing 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 inferior to “ours,” all of them in communication).
Finally, becoming is not an evolution, 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 symbioses that bring into play beings of totally different scales

and kingdoms, with no possible filiation. Thereisa 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 .

baboon. the alliance between which is effected by a C virus. There isa block

of becoming between young roots and certain microorganisms, the alliance

between which is effected by the materials synthesized in the leave:
(thizosphere). If there is originality in neoevolutionism, it is attributable in
part to phenomena of this kind in which evolution does not go from somey
thing less differentiated to something more differentiated, in which i
ceases 1o be a hereditary filiative evolution, becoming communicative
contagious. Accordingly, the term we would prefer for this form of evol
tion between heterogeneous terms is “involution,” on the condition t

involution is in no way confused with regression. Becoming is invel
tionary, involution is creative. To regress is to move in the direction
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sclmetlhmg less differentiated. But to involve is to form a block that runs its
own line bclfvmln“ the terms in play and beneath assignable relations
Neoevolutionism seems important for two reasons: the animal-i
defined not by characteristics (specific, generic, etc.) but1 by populatio S
that vary from milieu to milieu or within the same milieu; mI;vm;ez:
;::-rc;::ri nﬂt]ﬂnl}', or not ]]l'.]l't‘.lﬂl'ﬂ}-'._. by filiative pmductinnsThut also by
sversal communications between heterogeneous populations
!ie::f}mmg is a rhizome, not a classificatory or genealogical tree. Beco ‘
Ing 1s ca:‘:r‘laln]}' not imitating, or identifying with som ething; nc:i-thcri m't'
rcgresgmg-prugre:;sing; neither is it corresponding, establi;hing mri-.:
Ep&l:ldlng relations; neither is it producing, producing a filiation or -
ducing through filiation. Becoming is a verb with a consistency alI:Ii?;

own,; it does not reduce to, or lead back to. “ s 2y e
e : ! , “appe e " u
mng,” or “producing.” ppearing,” “being,” “equal-

" :;EHMHH of d Saorcerer, I : A hpmming-animal always involves a pack, a
» @ population, a peopling, in short, a multiplicity. We sorcerers have
a!ways known that. It may very well be that other agencies, moreover ver
d;ffemnt_t‘mm one another, have a different appraisal nt‘t'he animal. O :
may retain or extract from the animal certain characteristics: specie;. a:-:
genera, forms and functions, etc. Society and the State need a [;imal charac
teristics to use for classifying people: natural h istoryrand science need a::har:
acteristics in n}-der to classify the animals themselves. Serialism and
structuralism either graduate characteristics according to their rese
I::Llanc:es, or unier them according to their differences. Animal character[i[sl-_
tics can be mythic or scientific. But we are not interested in characteristics:
u-_'hat Interests us are modes of expansion, propagation, occupation, cont :
gion, Fenp{mg. I am legion. The Wolf-Man fascinalﬂa by several ’wnlva-
waiching him. What would a lone wolf be? Or a whale, a louse, a rat, a fl:'?

- Beelzebub is the Devil, but the Devil as lord of the flies. The wolfis not fu
. damentally a characteristic or a certain number of characteristics: it isn;
miﬁng,_ Th{: louse is a lousing, and so on. What isa cry independen;: of the
population it appeals to or takes as its witness? Virginia Woolfs experi
ences hersf:lf' not asa monkey ora fish but as a troop of monkeys, a schn';:i ;‘
fish, according to her variable relations of becoming with thETpﬂﬂ]ﬂE sll:e
approaches. We do not wish to say that certain animals live in packs. We
want ng:-thmg mfin with ridiculous evolutionary classifications i la Lnr-enz
ﬂm_@ﬂrd!ngfn which there are inferior packs and superior societies. What we
dare saying is that every animal is fundamentally a band, a pack. “l:hat it has

ack mnddﬁ, rather than char.:acltristics, even if further distinctions within
ﬁf: t:J‘n:: es are called for. It is at this point that the human being encoun-
e animal. We do not become animal without a fascination for the
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pack, for multiphcity. 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 earthly life, but
moving outrageously amidst backgrounds of other planets and sysiems
and galaxies and cosmic continua. . . . Merging with nothingness is peace-
ful oblivion: but to be aware of existence and yet 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 unnatural 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
becomings 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—ajfect.? For the affect is not a personal eeling, 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 givingone the yel-
low eyes of a feline? A fearsome involution calling us toward unheard-of
becomings. These are not regressions, although fragments of regression,
sequences 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, “my” cat, “my” dog. These animals invite us to regress, draw us
‘nto a narcissistic contemplation, and they are the only kind of animal psy-
choanalysis understands, the better to discover a daddy, a mommy, a little
brother behind them (when psychoanalysis talks about animals, animals
learn to laugh): anyone who likes cats or dogs is a fool. And then thereis 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 structures, archetypes or
models “""E.' 1s in any event profounder than Freud). Fi:l'nall:.r there are
more c:l_emnmr: animals, pack or affect animals that form a mul'tipli{:il}' a
bec:ﬂml!'lg, a population, a tale . .. Or once again, cannot any animal i}e
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 be,astl
And at the other extreme, it is also possible for any animal to be treated in
the mode of the pack or swarm; that is our way, fellow sorcerers. Even the
cat, even th-:; dog. And the shepherd, the animal trainer, the Devil, may
pave;} fa‘fﬂ{'ltﬁ animal in the pack, although not at all in the way wc? were
just diSC!.lSSI[lg. Yes, any animal is or can be a pack, but to varying degrees
of vocation that make it easier or harder to discover the multiplicity, or
multiplicity-grade, an animal contains (actually or virtually a::cnrdiné to

the case). Schools, bands, herds, populations are not inferior social forms:

Fhe;.f are affects and powers, involutions that grip every animal ina bﬂﬂi}m:

INg just as qﬂwerfui as that of the human being with the animal.

Jorge Luis Borges, an author renowned for his excess of culture, botched
at least two books, only the titles of which are nice: first, 4 Uni sre:rm." His-
tory of Infamy, because he did not see the sorcerer’s fum;i.amental distinc-
tion between deception and treason (becomings-animal are there from the
start, on the treason side); second, his Manual de zoologia fantastica, where
he not only adopts a composite and bland image of myth but aJs-:: elimi-
nates all of the problems of the pack gnd the corresponding becoming-
animal of the human being: “We hax:\dﬂiiherately excluded from this
manual legends of transformations of the human being, the lobizon, the
wermrqu‘, etc.”'" Borges is interested only in characteristics, even the 1;:-:151
t'autasp-:: ones, whereas sorcerers know that werewolves z;rﬂ bands, and
vampires too, and that bands transform themselves into one anﬁthe; But
‘_what exac!Iy F‘Ims that mean, the animal as band or pack? Does a bam.i not
lE‘t’tp]}’ a filiation, bringing us back to the reproduction of given characteris-
tn::s‘? How can we conceive of a peopling, a propagation, a becoming that is
w:t_lmut filiation or hereditary production? A multiplicity without the
unity of an ;anccsmr? It is quite simple; everybody knows it, but it is dis-
:::ussed un!:.r in secret. We oppose epidemic to filiation, cuntaéiun to hered-
ity, peopling by contagion to sexual reproduction, sexual production
Bands, human or animal, proliferate by contagion, epidemics batt]eﬁcld.s.
and catas!rnphes. Like hybrids, which are in themselves Stﬂl:ilﬂ born of a'.
sexual union [hgt will not reproduce itself, but which begins ;vcr again
every time, gaining that much more ground. Unnatural participations or
nuptu_ﬂs are the true Nature spanning the kingdoms of 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 vampin;
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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, and a bacterium, a virus, a molecule, a microorganism.
Or in the case of the truffle, a tree, 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 modifications 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 ar ing is that animals are
packs, and that packs form, develop. and are trans-inrmed by coniagion.
~—Ffese multiplicities with heterogeneous terms, cofunctioning by conta-
gion, enter certain assemblages; 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 socielies, secret societies, crime societies, etc. 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 peoplingof

the human being. The hunting machine, the war machine, the crime
machine entail 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,

has i!s ﬁ}n‘nmaluus, Let us clarify that:
multiplicity has its anomalous,
anomal (*anomalous”), an a

Is very different from that of anormal *
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2 : ;
bpropriates it. The man of war has an entire becom ing that implies multi

52;1;_}1; ZIEIJ:::, uhtﬂun:_.f, metamorphosis and treason, the power of affect
i aniTmatﬂrtll?‘:E' wrld-;al-men, men of every animality, secret I:rrmher:
ey ‘-:}r e EI! attlefields. But so do the animal packs used by men in
thei ;pread IC ll'ﬂll thel Ibaltlcs El:ld take advantage of them. And togethe
Sl urmc‘f_jﬂmﬂgﬁﬂn, There is a complex aggregate: the becomin r
Bt s:}win' packs ﬂfammalls. elephants and rats, winds and tempesti
by bﬂfuregitﬁmasmn' A 5!ngielFumr: War contained zoological se-
o Sttt ;ﬂme bacte riological. Itisin war, famine, and epidemic
thian iacks ari 3 ;:’ vampires proliferate. Any animal can be swept up in
battlefield, and ev ¢ corresponding becomings; cats have been seen on the
less bctww,:n kind:n Ifn armies. That is why the distinction we must make is
ot 0 amm:ﬂs‘than bl.‘:t‘rlﬁ"et:['l the different states accordin
©Y arc integrated into family institutions, State apparatusﬁg

war machines, etc. (and what is the relati g
s oo elat - .
musical machine to becomi *ﬂnima]';}ﬂn of the writing machine and the

Memories of a Sorcerer, I1. O e
; y L4, Our first pri . "
the contagion of the pack. such iz the principle was: pack and contagion,

second principle seemed to tell us the path becoming-animal takes. But a

: . . opposite: wherever there i ipli
55?;&':': WIIE ﬁ]m find an exceptional individual, and it is with thl:tr:lnut;:::]?:;'
an alliance must be made in order to become-animal There mayih;

e pack, a master of the

pieces of becoming; Captain Ahab has an irresistibl

one that bypasses the pack or the schoo :
2 sch .
strous alliance with the Unique, th:l’ operating directly through a mon-

3 Leviathan, Moby-Dj .
o i e o, s
times as the higher ;z:iﬂ'-le Loner on the sidelines of the pack, and some-
il e min o I{P!{I..'E‘Sﬂﬂcf}ﬂf the band. The exceptional individ-
bﬂmmingswa:rin?gfﬁ ole positions, Kafk?. another great author of rea
et Srmoihings =hzlifé§53ﬂpfﬁ11§uscdsm1qty; but Josephine, the mouse
position outside the pack. and mf::“ position in the pack, sometimes a

] lm

every animal swept up in its pack or
: It I:tas been noted that the origin of the word
djective that has fallen into disuse in French

abnormal™): a-normal, a Latin

e becoming-whale, but
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adjective lacking a noun in French, refers to that which is outside rules or
goes against the rules, whereas an-omalie, a Greek noun that has lost its
adjective, designates the unequal, the coarse, the rough, the cutting edge of
deterritorialization.'® The abnormal can be defined only in terms of char-
acteristics, specific or generic; but the anomalous is a position or set of
positions in relation to a multiplicity. Sorcerers there fore use the old adjec-
tive “anomalous” to situate the positions of the exceptional individu al in
the pack. It is always with the Anomalous, Moby-Dick or Josephine, that
one enters into alliance to become-animal.

It does seem as though there is a contradiction: between the pack and the
loner; between mass contagion and prefe rential alliance; between pure
multiplicity and the exceptional individual; between the aleatory aggre-
gate and a predestined choice. And the contradiction is real: Ahab chooses
Maoby-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 shatters the law of the pack, the
pack of women, the pack of she-dogs, by choosing Achilles as her favorite
enemy. Yet it is by means of this anomalous choice that each enters into his
or her becoming-animal, the becoming-dog of Penthesilea, the becoming-
whale of Captain Ahab. We sorcerers know quite well that the contradic-
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
anomalous is not simply an exceptional individual; that would be to equate

it with the family animal or pet, the Oedipalized animal as psychoanalysis
seesit, as the image of the father, etc. Ahab’s Moby-Dick is not like the little
cat or dog owned by an elderly woman who honors and cherishes it
Lawrence’s becoming-tortoise has nothing to do with a sentimental or
domestic relation. Lawrence is another of the writers who leave 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 tortoises aren’t real!” And he answers: Possibly, but my becoming is,
my becoming is real, even and especially if you have no way of judging it,
because you'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 a 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. The 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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th II:: Elrael:aﬁiasfllmﬁclﬁlt-.lp ns. Lovecraft applies the terfn “Outsider” to this
ear yet multi;‘] . ":‘t . -:;:I‘:ig:; WJ;LZI:;F rives and passes at the edge, which is lin-
inf:;ttiluus diseasjt, this nalill‘u:h':ss L[:)!;r:f.'hng, foaming, spreading like an
e p;; E:)I:]lzﬂn:::nu; 15 neither an individual nor a species, then what is it? It
a multiplicity is deaci s orenon of bordering. This is our hypothesis:
b 1k cl::: e u:n:n:_l not by the elements that compose it in extensiun.
eyt dime;aptengms that compose it in comprehension, but by ﬂ-m:
o, 5on addsmns tencumpasm In “intension.” If you change dimen-
hun:lelrrlim: forea ?: sublract one, you change multiplicity. Thus there is a
i s ch muIt_:plmlt}f: IL151n no way a center but rather the envel-
e lheﬂme;na”ﬂs; dlm_l:nslun, as a ﬂ._m::tinn of which it is possible to
et e {}“:1 tht I:?ust lme.‘s or dim ensions constitute the pack at a given
okt Captaif] iy ht rch:rl!ne, the multiplicity changes nature). That is
Mobs-Dick. no ab says to his first mate: I have no personal history with
bt ha-.r; . bﬂrzvm;c tlﬂ take, any more than [ have a myth to play out:
he it Bordert oming. Mnb}'-Dufk 1s neither an individual nora gEnus;
each he pack 3 whol s OB athe pck s vhol, 1
: . e Edirages nd it. I'he elements of't
Eﬂ:i*;‘:ﬁ'izﬁzﬂdummms, the characteristics of the pack ar;] EEIT:;:
the white w: ’I .thﬂt counts 1s the borderline—the anomalous. “To me
times I thi nki';t.hat wall, shoved near to me.” The white wall, “Some-
Kol 1o s ﬂfs naught hf::mnq. But 'tis enough.”'* That the anoma-
it erline make:s 1t easier for us to understand the various
atel the vi ﬁﬂu;m“_ in relation to the pack or the multiplicity it borders
ol Pﬂsglpus nccuqled I:r‘;-,r a fascinated Self (Moi). It is nm-:
thie pitfalls of csta lzjsh arla::]assmr:atmn system for packs while avoidin
o [insteadm:‘ Bvl?iunpmsm thgt secs them only as an inferior .:.:,Hmwg
bringiuto pla ‘; Ila Ing Into consideration the particular assemblages the
position \fheiém: any event, the pack has a borderline, and an anumaluui
dawing .the e T1n 4 given space an animal is on the line or in the act of
il it oxic of ::; ll;ellatmn to Whlf:h all the other members of the pack will
impossible to tell if tho ay leftor right: a peripheral position, such that it is
el waie 5]1']&' ¢ anomalous is still in the ba nd, already outside the
ﬂﬂim::-u s e th'l II_nE bﬂundar?r of I:!]E band. Sometimes each and every
el otk 15 'IN€ or occupies this dynamic position, as in a swarm of
of [the swan‘n] 1 l::h each individual moves randomly unless it sees the rest
Fhaos coobit im e same half-space; then it hurries to re-enter the group
specific aniJﬂstizatur e catastrophe by a barrier.”1¢ Sometimes it isa
seck Sometiaeath b;aws a_mdrﬂc«::upms the borderline, as leader of the
i e borderline is defined or doubled by abeing of anoth
at no longer belongs to the pack, or never belon ged to it, and th ::
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potentially acting as a threat as well as

a trainer, 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, familial, or State type, and that make 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
hands of humans when they reconstitute group familialism, or even

authoritarianism or pack fascism.
Sorcerers have always held the anom
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 aclear 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, 10 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
of all to a group united to the group ove
ence only by alliance: thus in a ma
side for the sorcerer or witch. And there is an entire ev
depending on whether
assumes political weigh
family it is not enough to resem

with the Devil must be coupled withana
1 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 effecti &
fine tale by Erckmann and Chat rian, Hugues-le-loup, assembles the tradi

tions concerning this complex situation.'® i
The contradiction between the two themes, “contagion through the at

mal as pack,” and “pact with the anomalous as exceptional being,” is PE
gressively fading. It is with good reason that Leach links the two concepiss

represents a power of another order,

alous position, at the edge of the

{17 In order to produce werewolves in your o

the rule, the sorcerer belongs first
r which he or she exercises influ-
trilineal group we look to the father’s |
olution of sorcery

the relation of alliance acquires permanence OF

ble a wolf, or to live like a wolf: the pact
lliance with another family, and
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alliance and contagi
¥ g1on, pact and Ep|ﬂgm 5 .
writes: “Witch i 1c. Analyzing Kach
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e e in witchcraft is i
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tions of
. . hem, reduce them to rela
ngs in order to break t , the
ihfﬂ: :::E{S? :;flmiﬂnlic correspondence. States have always at}]p;?nF::: a:t‘:g b
g al armies tha
hine in the form of nation rers, or
:::Li[;l;: of the warrior. The Church has always b“;“;‘:e:i?:ﬁf i
reintegrated anchorites into the mnedjn}vntlmﬂﬁ:’l ;familiar T
T ' 1 515 strang ' :
remaining relation to animals 1 ; : S
:'rhmi.l:i: ;:;w always warded off the demonic Alhance Eﬂ?rw“:%:;::ﬁ e
iill:':I::r to regulate alliances among themselves as they see '.:'m create the
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?m:‘?fzﬁla' So that is what it was, the form of the traveling scholar
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- constitutes a line of flight or of dete

‘each multiplicity,
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books clearly illustrate this ev

olution, or rather this involution, in which
the affects of a becoming-dog

, for example, are succeeded by those of a
becoming-molecular, microperceptions of water, air, etc. A man totters

from one door to the next and disappears into thin air: “All I can tell you is
that we are fluid, luminous bein 85 made of fibers.”?4 All so-called in itiatory
Journeys include these th resholds and doors where becoming itself
becomes, and where one changes becoming 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
each other, cross over into each other. Werewolves becom
they die. This is not surprising, since becoming and m
same thing. A multiplicity is defined not by its elements,

unification or comprehension. It 1s defined by the numbe
has; it is not divisible, it cannot

Its nature. Since its variations

themselves into

ultiplicity are the
nor by a center of
rofdimensions it
lose or gain a dimension without changing

and dimensions are immanent to it, it
amountis to the same thing to say that each multiplicity is already composed
of heterogeneous terms in symbiosis, and that a mudtiplicity is continuall 'y
transforming itself into a string of other multip,

licities, according to its
thresholds and doors. For example, 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 itand s

trains 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 function ing as Anomalous, but
there is a string of borderlines, a continuous line of borderlines (fiber) fol-
lowing 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 oran
animal to molecules, from molecules t

0 particles, and so on to the imper-
ceptible. Every fiber is a Universe fiber. A fiber strung across borderlines

rritorialization. It is evident that the
has several functions: not only does it border
of which it determines the temporary or local stability

Anomalous, the Outsider,

1 ne, ev
If the experimentation with drugs has leﬂ its mar:'il:nc:: ;v‘:g;am-ﬁ
sers, it is because it changed the perceptive coord T
:ﬁﬁ?mm}j uced us to a universe of micmperceptmns ﬁl*nt:‘:ﬂlgg e
molecular take over where becomings-animal leave oil.
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finally, heistheterrible Fishing Li newith nothing on the otherend, the line
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 too 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 trans formations of becomings. Take a novel
steeped in the traditions of sorcery, Alexan dre 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 himself takes a position on the wolves’ borde rline, as leader of the
pack. Then when he no longer has a single human hair left, a second pact
makes him become-wolf himself; it is an endlesabecoming since he 1s only
vulnerable one day in the year. We are aware that between the hair-
multiplicity and the wolf-multiplicity 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 alogical con-
sistencies or compatibilities. The reason is simple. It is because no one, not
even God. can say in advance whether two borderlines will string together
or form a fiber, whether a given multiplicity will or will not cross over into
another given multiplicity, or even if given heterogeneous elements will
enter symbiosis, will form a consistent, or cofunctioning, multiplicity sus-
ceptible to transformation. No one can say where the line of flight will pass:
Will it let itself get bogged down and fall back to the Qedipal 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 . . . 7We
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 g

fortune of avoiding them. Case by case, we can tell whether the line is cons

sistent. in other words, whether the heterogeneities effectively function i
a multiplicity of symbiosis, whether the multiplicities are effectively tr
formed through the becomings of passage. Let us take an example as simp

as: ystarts practicing piano again. Isit an Oedipal returnto childhood? Is;

plane of consistency,
thEl‘l:l. This is the only criterion to
‘veering into the void. The onl
!hat point? Can a given multip
in this way,
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. . ing mings entirely differen '
]:} I:i ;: r':1 r_ebemmmg a pianist, t.hal will induce a tra : 5 Furmati;rg?laﬁﬂ;f? tI].-uIJL :
_ 1ng assemblages to which x was prisoner? s it ? .
mi-lh' the Devil? Schizoanalysis, or pragmatics h;'w g nlamif
ar : :
s Etzi?;ﬁﬂ:ﬁiiﬁu dbnn t know what you can make a rhizome with, you
sl o hﬂsu tFrmnean stem 15 effectively going to make :; rhi-
s s 5:021;115 people yuurﬁesert. S0 experiment.
W mult?rll' _t}mugh there is no preformed logical order to
et m;p }c;mes, there are criteria, and the important thing is
o n?_ er the faqt, that they be applied in the course of
ol Pt bty |::~1fent toguide us through the dangers. If multiplici-
st numi;:m F c!:rmed _b}r the borderline that determines in each
e r of dimensions, Wwe can conceive of the possibility of
by st ?s plalnq, the borderlines succeeding one another, form-
the number of diﬁenggt’fs!?‘c?f i];:jt-?:;: 'thailatﬁlag Fﬂﬁhiﬂ i s
dime; 3 in all the dimension
:Ir':;t _a{if; ;n;ijfgqnes_—whmh n-:?neth.elr:ss have an r'nc‘ream';sr;uutrh;?ft;ri
it tmensions—are inscribed upon it. It is in grandiose and
terms that Lovecraft attempted to pronounce sorcery’s final

word: “Then the waves incre :
: ased in strength and : :
understanding, reconciling him to the multifor sought to improve his

=y ) g hi m entity of which his pres-
spamrni:::tt{h:a; :ml :m? nl:te_slmal part. They told him that every ﬁguf:sf
i I.mmu‘:r ol the intersection by a plane of some corresponding
et i L:Eens:iﬂn-—as a square is_ cut from a cube, or a circle
mmsmndmé o f?n sppere, -:1}‘“ three dimensions, are thus cut from
et .5 of four dl_mensmns. which men know only through
Sasirraiion 5; :?: tg_e.sn: In turn are cut from forms of five dimen-
o s guc. n::h zzy and Ir;a,:hleas heights of archetypal infin-
e s ing the multiplicities’ number of dimensions to two
s st €ncy cuts across them all, intersects them in order t-::
g n:rlme an _F num_l:er of n}ultiplicities, with any number of
e Ther;:fﬂre a[ilane 0 puns:.stent:_.r 1s the intersection of all concrete
bﬂﬂ(il_mll?gﬁ are written like sorcerers’ drawings on this
which is the ultimate Door pro viding a way out for
prevent them from bogging down, or
i,; 'E}t.mgu:tn i5: anes a given becoming r&;mh
: ity flatten and conse 1ts di 1
like a pressed flower that remains just as aI:: jilg.rl‘;ﬂfr::z::ﬂ Il.llf
mal dynami
;saitli]re geometry of 5+:al:_es and “cleavages of divisi{:};l,“ wi:lT
gany of the dynamism: he pushes becoming-tortoise all

it a pact
no other meaning: Make

t, however, lo



252 O 1730: BECOMING-INTENSE, BECOMING-ANIMAL . ..

the way to the plane of consistency.*® Everything becomes imperceptible,
everythingis becoming-imperceptible on the plane of consistency, which is
nevertheless 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 n dimensions, it 1s called the
Hypersphere, the Mechanosphere. It is the abstract Figure, or rather, since
‘t has no form itself, the abstract Machine of which each concrete assems-
blage is a multiplicity, abecoming, a segment,av ibration. 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
becoming, all kinds of becomings between ages, SEXes, elements, and king-
doms—intermingles seven characters, Bernard, Meville, Louis, Jinny,
Rhoda. Suzanne, and Percival. But each of these characters, with his or her
name, its individuality, designates a multiplicity (for example, Bernard
and the school of fish). Each is simMtaneously in this multiplicity and at 1ts
edge, 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 consistency. Although Rhoda thinks she sees him rising out of the
sea, no, it is not he. “When the white arm rests upon the knee it isa triangle;
now it is upright—a column; now a fountain. . . . Behind it roars the sea. It
is 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 deterritori alization 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 following point:
there are no werewolves, human beings cannot become animal. That is
because there is no transformation of essential 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
movement that is properly diabolical. Theology distinguishes two cases,
used as models during the Inquisition: that of Ulysses’ companions, and
that of Diomedes’ companions, the imaginary vision and the spell. In the
first. the subject believes him- or herself to be transformed into an animal,
pig, ox, or wolf, and the observers believe it too; but this is an internal local

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 exactly correspondin rt
ofa humar! b-m:l:_l,r'_l.“ This is a way of saying that the human being dﬂfsp: t
h:cnbme animal in reality, but that there is nevertheless a demonic reality gt‘
:1 :m na:amlfng-ammal of the human bejpg. Therefore it is certain that the
: performs local transports of all kinds. The Devil isa tran sporter: he
ransports hu mors, affects, or even bodies (the Inquisition brooks no com-
5;32;15? ::mth this power of the Devil: the witch's broom, or “the Devil take
i ml.:bst ;:; tsrz:ssﬁ?;sss neither the barrier of essential forms nor
There is another, altogether different, problem concerning the laws of
nature th at has to do not with demonology but with alchemy, and abo 5:1
physics. It is the problem of accidental forms, distinct from ‘bﬂth ﬂssn::r':el'al
forms and determined subjects. For accidental forms are susceptibl lt
:'H{JF-E' and less: more or less charitable, but also more or less white mﬂrz u?
ress warm. A degree of heat _is a perfectly individuated wanntl-; distinct
from the su bstance or the subject that receives it. A degree of heat can enter
:lntcr composition w:ﬂ'l_a dﬂrgl'ﬂl‘.‘. of whiteness, or with another degree of
eat, :p fnm} a t_h11n:l unique individuality distinct from that of the subiect
What is the individuality of a day, a season, an event? A shorter day a‘:'ui 3:
]ungerhdayr are not, strictly speaking, extensions but degrees proper to
F;:::]st]ﬁn, _]?51 as hlhﬁ re ar;e degrees proper to heat, color, etc. An ami{];:ntal
erefore has a atitude™ constituted by a certain num
ﬁaﬁiﬁhﬁ lladw:dugtmns. A de‘gjl‘:f:, an intensity, is an individbj:l,n:
Hrgra fu‘:—m a enl:ersl into composition Iwu:h other degrees, other intensi-
) 2 - another individual. Eanllautude be explained by the fact that
; ¢ subject participates more or less in the accidental form? But do these
: Ifagtrf:fu gtt' ;;a;qugjatmn not impl;-,r_ a flutter, a vibration in the form itself
= reducible to the properties of a subject? Moreover, if intensities
ol heat are not composed by addition, it is because one must add thei
respective subjects; it is the subjects that prevent the heat of the whole fro n':
increasing. All the more reason to effect distributions of intensity, to estab-
gsh latitudes tlhat are “deformedly deformed,” speeds, sluwne;sm and
mﬂgdem- 3 .:-it ail kmql:l]s cingll-respundmg to a body or set of bodies taken as l;:rngi-
i hji.;c:l,s {:er%nfp ﬁ; n short, thwcen substantial forms and determined
= m;n “en e two, there is not only a whole operation of demonic
(o ;p-n s but a natural pl,ay_ of Lh_aucceities, degrees, intensities
» and accidents that compose individuations totally different !'mmT
those of the well-formed subjects that receive them.

> Mﬂzln_mriu ofa :S'pinﬂzfﬂ, 1. Substantial or essential forms have been cri-
1:1111 5 l1 ; many different ways. Spinoza’s approach is radical: Arrive at ele-
nts that no longer have either form or function, that are abstract in this
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istingui ely b
sense even though they are perfectly real. They are d1stm[gt::lt$g a:.: u::h E}:
vement and rest, slowness and spe_::d. They are no s d o
$§rd5 finite elements still endowed !-jmh form. Nor are : :]Fi:;i e
di'-'isil;;lﬂ. They are infinitely small, uitimate Paﬂ.s.ﬂf an T::: um e dc;‘inuj
t on the same plane of consistency or compasition. 1hey o
e umber since they always come in infinities. H-::-wevcr,_ pe i
g ﬂlﬂl_r I:; ee of speed or the relation of movement and rest into !.:n 7
i E%:‘m belong to a given Individual, which may use]f be p o
. Em‘ir‘divigual governed by another, more cnmglgx. relation, an 2
i"m}ﬂ“?ri‘"ﬂ'Il; There are thus smaller and larger infinities, not b;,r ﬂnu;:_ :
e s Iﬂt:h but by virtue of the composition of the mla:thn_xntu wd :;E
thefr Im::ltljI e.:;tcr Thus each individual is an inﬁn?’n? multh]ml;y_, ill_r._“m5
:t-l:gln.f i:rfsiﬂature; is a multiplicity of pcrfact]}r_indmduarhd [Tal::tulﬂl azhjm-,:
The plane of consistency of Nature is like an ;nmi?fus a:wmblagﬁ e
abstract yet real and individual; its pieces are U r:f_ va s
individuals, each of which groups together an infinity o "1Eh B o
' 1 1‘“1'r||i1;1,.r of more or lcs's"fnte:r:nnne.u:':tnd relations. O
ity ltru; the plane of nature, which applies equally to the ma:tll et
b te tEE artificial and the natural. This plane has nothing B
[h‘ﬂ amfma 1[:-r a figure, nor with a design or a fum.:ﬁnrg. Its unity has no Egt,
w"-:Ji.':w?lT-u“ a ground bl.;,l'iﬂd deep within things, nor with an mlld -'.:uir5 al ag;ui ¥
in the mind of God. Instead, it is a plane upon which HFWth:’nfll b
- hich is like the intersection of all forms, the machlm? of all ; ‘m:]i:
ﬁndd?ﬂ nl:r:lsiﬂns however, increase with those of the mu_ltiphc_ltms 0 ]dis;
l:?du:arllzties it 4:+uts across. It is a fixed plane, up::;n Thlil'; :m.ﬂg;spﬁ : i::f
tinguished from one another only by speed an (}!;1:‘:: sajd,-wi;l_'hﬁ i
immanence or univocality opposed to analogy. 'I"IH'. | ]l e ine il o
1 f all the multiple. Being expresses in a singie m g
n‘geanlln%?l t we are talking about is not the unity of svfabsta_nce but 1f s
dnffiﬁrb- gdi?icatiﬂns that are part of one another on this unique plam: ?—Ii Im$ :
’ Tﬁemm:ver-ending debate between Cuvier and Gmffmglfmn ;mﬂm
both agree at least in denouncing resemblgn:::es, or lml:g; E'm]aﬁ -
analogies. but in Cuvier, scientific definition conce Rerimier.
between organs, and between organs land functions. Cuvier etz ‘
ogy to the scientific stage, maki.ng it an analgsy ui ipmgfuanamﬂ’ o
unity of the plane, according to him, can only = :F ;lm ;r“ S
fore a transcendent unity that cannot be !.'-:ahz s
e e e "k g 10 commnc
itions. Baer would later : . _ ;
‘tmr:?::fl E’.lizzzlupmcm and differentiation. The plane 1s a Irmti]dr:? P.El??f( ;
.:?rganizatiun, a structure or genesis. Geoffroy has an entirely

inat enter this or that indi
grees of speed and slowness, A

mous matter, by infinite bits of impalpable matter entering into varying
fonnections.

1730: BECOMING-INTENSE, BECOMING-ANIMAL . .. [J 255

point of view because he goes beyond organs and functions to abstract ele-
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 only 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 less one
of form and function than speed: do the paternal chromosomes arrive early
enough to be 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, slows
down or accelerates. A single abstract Animal for all the assemblages that
effectuate it. A unique plane of consistency or composition for the cephalo-
pod and the vertebrate; for the vertebrate to beco me 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 walks on his head
and hands.”* Plication. It is no longer a question of organs and fu nctions,
and of a transcendent Plane that can preside over their organization only
by means of analogical relations and types of divergent development. Itisa
question not of organization but of composition; not of development or
differentiation but of movement and rest, speed and slowness. It is a 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,

it is necessary to pass through fog,
delays, which are themselves
fatlures are part of the plane.
dsingle fixed plane—which
absolute movement—is trav

or arrive after everything is over: thus
to cross voids, to have lead times and
part of the plane of immanence. Even the
We must try to conceive of this world in which
we shall call a plane of absolute immobility or
ersed by nonformal elements of relative speed
viduated assemblage depending on their de-
plane of consistency peopled by anony-

5y
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Children are Spinozists. When Little Hans talks about a “peepee-
maker.” he is referring not to an organ or an Organic function but basically
to a material, in other words, to an aggregate whose elements vary accord-
ing to its connections, its relations of movement and rest, the different
individuated assemblages it enters. Does a girl have a peepee-maker? The
boy says yes, and not by analogy, nor in order to conjure away a fear of cas-
tration. It is obvious that girls have a peepee-maker because they effec-
tively pee: a machinic functioning rather than an organic function. Quite
simply, the same material has different connections, different relations of
movement and 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
don’t have them: but that is because the elements of the chair were not able
to integrate this material into their relations, or decomposed the relation
with that material to the point that it yielded something else, a rung, for
example. It has been noted that forchildren an organ has “a thousand vicis-
situdes.” that it is “difffeult to localize, difficult to identify, it is in turn a
bone, an engine, excrement, the baby, a hand, daddy’s heart . . ." Thisis not
at all because the organ is experienced as a part-object. It is because the
organ is exactly what its elements make it according to their relation of

movement or rest, and the way in which this relation combines with or
splits off 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 poorly understood if they
are not seen as question-machines; that is why indefinite articles play so
important a role in these questions (a belly, a child, a horse, a chair, “how is
a person made?™). Spinozism is the becoming-child of the philosopher. We
call the longitude of a body the particle aggregates belonging to thatbodyin
a given relation; these aggregates are part of each other depending on the
composition of the relation that defines the individuated assemblage of

the body.

Memories of a Spinozist, I1. There is another aspect to Spinoza. Toevery
relation of movement and rest, speed and slowness grouping together an
infinity of parts, there corresponds a degree of power. To the relations com-
posing, decomposing, or modifying an individual there correspond inten-
sities that affect it. augmenting or diminishing its power to act; these
intensities come from external parts or from the individual’s own parts.
Affects are becomings. Spinoza asks: What can a body do? We call the lati-
tude of a body 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 of intensive parts
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f{:m ng under acapacity, and longitude of extensive parts falling under a rela-
tion. _In the same way that we avoided defining a body by its organs and
!'um:tmns, we will avoid defining it by Species or Genus characteristics:
instead we will seek to count its affects. This kind of study is ca]]e:i
ethnlc:r_g;y, and this is the sense in which Spinoza wrote a true Ethics. A race-
horse is more Eiit"ﬁ:rent from a workhorse than a workhorse is from an ox
Von U:xki.il],l in defining animal worlds, looks for the active and passivé
at'&;clsﬂn!" which the animal is capable in the individuated assemblage of
which it is apart. For example, the Tick, attracted by the light, hoists itself
up 1o the tip of a branch; it is sensitive to the smell of mamn':als and lets
itself t"a!l when one passes beneath the branch; it digs into its sk;n at the
least hairy plqce it can find. Just three affects; the rest of the time t,hn: tick
§l¢¢p5, sometimes for years on end, indifferent to all that goes on in the
immense forest. Its degree of power is indeed bounded by two limits: the
npt:m:.:l lll'l'lliT, of the feast after which it dies, and the pessimal limit ui‘ the
fast as it waits. It will be said that the tick’s three affects assume genericand
specific characteristics, organs and functions, legs and snout. This is true
Fmr_n the standpoint of physiology, but not from the standpoint of Ethics.
Quite the contrary, in Ethics 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 composition with m'her affects, with
?he gﬂ"er:ts of another body, either to destroy that body orto be dulrn}:ed by
it, ern:hr:r to exchange actions and passions with it or to join with it in com-
pusang a more powerful body.
nce again, we turn to children. Note how they talk a 1

are moved i?y them. They make a list of affects. Eiuie I*-}]:.nlf:‘: Eﬁ?ﬂﬁ
representative but affective. It is not a member of a species but an element
or individual in a machinic assemblage: draft horse-omnibus-street. It is
+_:let'"! ned by a list of active and passive affects in the context ﬂ.f the
!nr.h vld_l.nated assemblage it is part of: having eyes blocked by blinders, hav-
ing a bit and a bridle, being proud, having a big peepee-maker, p;ll]ing
heavy loads, h:;?mg whipped, falling, making a din with its legs bi{iug etc
These affects circulate and are transformed within the assembiage: wt'mt a.
horse “can do.” They indeed have an optimal limit at the summit of horse-
power, but g]sna pessimal threshold: a horse falls down in the street! It can’t
get back on its ff.'et with that heavy load on its back, and the excessive whip-
ping; a horse is going to die!—this was an ordinary sight in those days
{H:ﬂtzs‘che* Dostoyevsky, Nijinsky lamented it). So just what is the
becoming-horse of Little Hans? Hans is also taken up in an assemblage: his
mother’s bed, the paternal element, the house, the café across the street rthe
nearby warehouse, the street, the right to go out onto the street, the wiu&ing
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of this right, the pride of winning it, but also the dangers of v-:inninlg it, the
fall, shame . . . These are not phantasies or subjective reveries: it 1snota
question of imitating a horse, “playing” horse, identifying with one, or
even experiencing feelings of pity or sympathy. Neither does it have to do
with an objective analogy between assemblages. The question is whether
Little Hans can endow his own elements with the relations of movement
and 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 example, in which the horse would bare its teeth and Hans might show
something else, his feet, his legs, his peepee-maker, whatever? Anq in what
way would that ameliorate Hans's problem, to what extent would it open a
way out that had been previously blocked? When anmannsthal_ contems-
plates the death throes ofarat, itisin him that the animal “baresh is teeth at
monstrous fate.” This is not a feeling of pity, as he makes clear; still less an
identification. It is a composition of speeds and affects involving entirely
different individuals, a symbiosis; it makes the rat become a thought, a
feverish thought in the man, at the same time as the man becomes a rat
gnashing its teeth in its death throes. The rat and the man are 1n no way the
same thing, but Being expresses them both in a single meaning in a lan-
guage that is no longer that of words, in a matter that is no longer that of
forms, in an affectability that is no longer that of subjects. Unnatural par-
ticipation. But the plane of composition, the plane of Nature, is prc-;:im:!y
for participations of this kind, and continually makes and unmakes their
assemblages, 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. Vladimir 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 duq—hul
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
slowness that will make it become dog, in an original assemblage pruc:qed—
ing neither by resemblance nor by analogy. For I cannot become dog W1_th=
out the dog itself becoming something else. Slepian gets the idea of using
shoes to solve this problem, the artifice of the shoes. If [ 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 [ be able to tie the shoe on my sec-
ond hand. once the first is already occupied? With my mouth, which in
turn 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-
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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, so 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 ofthe dog, in another becom-
ing that would also be part of the assemblage. The plan(e) fails, Slepian fal-
ters on this point. The tail 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 com-
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 1s a way in which the failure of the plan(e) is part of the plan(e) itself:
The plan(e) is infinite, 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 your relations of speed and slowness, all of your affects,
and to rearrange the overall assemblage. An infinite undertaking. But there
15 another way in which the plan(e) fails; this time, it is because another
plan(e) 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 encountered 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 it is fora
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 achille can mount in order to solve
a problem from which all exits are barred him: a pfanfej, not a phant;;'_sy,
Similarly, fewer stupidities would be uttered on the topic of pain, l.""Fm 13-
tion. and anxiety in masochism if it were understood that it is the
becomings-animal that lead the masochism, gm the other way around.
There are always apparatuses, tools, engines involved, there are alwa;.:s.
artifices and constraints used in taking Nature to the fullest. That is
because it is necessary to annul the organs, 10 shut them away so 1.11131 their
liberated elements can enter into the new 'I‘ElﬂT.iﬂ[_‘lS lt‘mm which ‘th_c
becoming-animal, and the circulation of affects w.?ruhm the machinic
assemblage, will result. As we have seen cisawl{ert, this was t_he case for 1h‘e:
mask, the b:'kdla. the bit, and the penis sheath in Equus Em{:cm:: piradq_:ma
cally, in the becoming-horse assemblage the man sul:_rdues hlsw.'::wn “msunc-
tive” forces while the animal transmits to him 1ts “acquired” forces.
Reversal, unnatural participation. And the boots of the woman-master
function to annul the leg as a human organ, to make the elgmr.:nts F:t"il:nc leg
enter a relation suited to the overall assemblage: “In this way, it will no
longer be women's legs that have an effect on me ...""* But to bn:a.?: the
becoming-animal all that is needed is to extract a segm;ut from it, to
abstract one of its moments, to fail to take into account 115 1nt¢:rna] spﬁ‘.‘:dﬁ
and slownesses, to arrest the circulation of affects. Then nutll1mg remains
but imaginary resemblances between terms, OT s:,rmb-::-h‘c analogies
between relations. This segment refers to the father, that relal_mu of move-
ment and rest refers to the primal scene, etc. It must be recognized that psy-
choanalysis alone is not enough to bring about this breakage. It only brings
out a danger inherent in becoming. There:‘ 1S alwgys thn::ldang:r 1_:|-t' ﬁndllng
vourself “playing” the animal, the domestic Oedipal a.mma],rMﬂler going
bowwow and taking a bone, Fitzgerald licking your hand, Slepian returning
to his mother, or the old man playing horse or dog on an erolic postcard
from 1900 (and “playing” at being a wild animal would be no better).
Becomings-animal continually run these dangers.

Memaries of a Haecceity. A body is not defined by the form that f:'leter-
mines it nor as a determinate substance or subject nor by_the organs it pos-
sesses or the functions it fulfills. On the ;_rlane of consistency, a body li‘
defined only by a longitude and a latitude: in {.ﬂher w:::-n:js the sum total o
the material elements belonging to it under given relations of movement
and rest, speed and slowness (longitude); the sum total of Fhv: mtlenswe
affects it is capable of at a given power or degree n?" potential {1amudej,i.
Nothing but affects and local movements, dit‘fererfhal sqeeds, 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 latitude.
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.3? 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 ofathingora
subject. They are haecceities in the sense that they consist entirely of rela-
tions of movement and rest between molecules or particles, capacities to
affect and be affected. When demonology expounds upon the diabolical
art of local movements and transports 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 nises. 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, as in
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 skies 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, although

the time in guestion 1s 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 ubiquity?** 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,
it is the altogether different plane of forms, substances, and subjects. Andit
is not in the same time, the same temporality. Aeon: the indefinite tilm:.: of
the event, the floating line that knows only speeds and continually divides
that which transpires into an already-there that is at the same time not-yet-
here. a simultaneous too-late and too-early, a something that is both going
to happen and has just happened. Chronos: the time of measure lha:e situ-
ates things and persons, develops a form, and determines a s‘uh;u:ct,“
Boulez distinguishes tempo and nontempo in music: the “pulsed hme‘_‘ ofa
formal and functional music based on values versus the “nonpulsed time™
of a floating music, both floating and machinic, which has pnthing but
speeds or differences in dynamic.’ 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 wereon

the one hand formed subjects, of the thing or person type, and on the utlher
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: “Itseemed 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 ]?avc: the
individuality of a day, a season, a year, a life (regardless of its dur?.tmn‘_i—-a
climate, a wind, a fog, a swarm, a pack (regardless of its regu[ant}r]. 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, a werewolf at
full moon. It should not be thought that a haecceity consists simply :::f a
decor or backdrop that situates subjects, or of appendages that ]:mhii things
and people to the ground. It is the entire asﬁemblagf_: In its indiwduaiq:l
aggregate that is a haecceity; it is this assemblage that is defined by a longi-
tude and a latitude, by speeds and affects, independently of forms and sub-
jects, which belong to another plane. It is the wolf itsel f, 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 ?.55¢mb]age
haecceities (a body considered only as longitude and latitude) and
interassemblage haecceities, which also mark the potentialities of bpcum-
ing within each assemblage (the milieu of intersection of the longitudes
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and latitudes). But the two are strictly inseparable. Climate, wind, season,
hour are not of another nature than the things, animals, or people that pop-
ulate them, follow them, sleep and awaken within them. This should be
read without a pause: the animal-stalks-at-five-o’clock. The becoming-
evening, becoming-night of an animal, blood nuptials. Five o'clock 1s this
animal'! This animal is this place! “The thin dog is running in the road,
this dog is the road,” cries Virginia Woolf. That is how we need to feel.
Spatiotemporal relations, determinations, are not predicates of the thing
but dimensions of multiplicities. The street is as much a part of the
omnibus-horse assemblage as the Hans assemblage the becoming-horse of
which it initiates. We are all five o’clock in the evening, or another hour, or
rather two hours simultaneously, the optimal and the pessimal, noon-
midnight, but distributed in a variable fashion. The plane of consistency
contains only haecceities, along intersecting lines. Forms and subjects are
not of that world. Virginia Woolf's walk through the crowd, among the
taxis. Taking a walk is a haecceity; never again will Mrs. Dalloway say to
herself, “I am this,  am that, he is this, he is that.” And “She felt very young;

at the same time unspeakably aged. She sliced like a knife through every-
thing; at the same time was outside, looking on. . . . She always had the feel-

ing that it was very, very dangerous to live even one day.”*® Haecceity, fog,

glare. A haecceity has neither beginning nor end, origin nor destination; it

1s always in the middle. It is not made of points, only of lines. It is a

rhizome.

And it is not the same language, at least not the same usage of language.
For if the plane of consistency only has haecceities for content, it also has
its own particular semiotic to serve as expression. A plane of contentand a
plane of expression. This semiotic is composed above all of proper names,
verbs in the infinitive and indefinite articles or pronouns. Indefinite article
+ proper name + infinitive verb constitutes the basic chain of expression,
correlative to the least formalized contents, from the standpoint of a
semiotic that has freed itself from both formal signifiances and personal
subjectifications. In the first place, the verb in the infinitive is in no way
indeterminate with respect to time; it expresses the floating, nonpulsed
time proper to Aeon, in other words, the time of the pure event or of becom-
ing, which articulates relative speeds and slownesses independently of the
chronometric or chronological values that time assumes in the other
modes. There is good reason to oppose the infinitive as mode and tense of
becoming to all of the other modes and tenses, which pertain to Chronos
since they form pulsations or values of being (the verb “to be” is precisely
the only one that has no infinitive, or rather the infinitive of which is only
an indeterminate, empty expression, taken abstractly to designate the sum
total of definite modes and tenses).? Second, the proper name is no way
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the indicator of a subject; thus it seems useless to ask whether its operation
resembles the nomination of a species, according to whether the subject 1s
considered to be of another nature than that of the Form under which it is
classified, 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 form or a species. The
proper name fundamentally designates something that is of the order of
the event, of becoming or of the haecceity. It is the military men and meteo-
rologists who hold the secret of proper names, when they give them to a
strategic operation or 4hurri cane. The proper name is not the subject of a
tense but the agent of an infinitive. It marks a longitude and a latitude. If
Tick, Wolf, Horse, etc., are true proper names, they are so not by virtue of
the specific and generic denominators that characterize them but of the
speeds that compose them and the affects that fill them; itisby virtue of the
event they are in themselves and in the assemblages—the becoming-horse
of Little Hans, the becoming-wolf of the Were [which etymologically
means “man”—Trans.], the becoming-tick of the Stoic (other proper
names).

Third. the indefinite article and the indefinite pronoun are no more
indeterminate than the infinitive. Or rather they are lacking a determina-
tion only insofar 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 introduce haecceities, events, the individuation of which does not
pass into 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
is falling . . . Here, the elements in play find their individuation 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, on the contrary, as an individuating function withina collectivity.
That is why we are dumbfounded by the efforts of psychoanalysis, which
desperately wants there to be something definite hidden behind the indefi-
nite, a possessive, a person. When the child says “a belly,” “a horse,” “how
do people grow up?” “someone is beating a child,” the psychoanalyst hears
“my belly,” “the father,” “will I grow up to be like daddy?” The psychoana-
lyst 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 pronoun, 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.*
We believe on the contrary that the third person indefinite, HE, THEY,

1730: BECOMING-INTENSE, BECOMING-ANIMAL . .. (] 265

implies no indetermination from this point of view: it ties the statement to
a collective assemblage, as its necessary condition, rather than to a subject
of }he Enqncialiun, Blanchot is correct in saying that ONE and HE—one is
dying, {re 1s 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 et"fect!]atﬂd by persons (“something happens to them that they can
only get a grip on again by letting go of their ability to say I”).** The HE does
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 su I:Irjw:ﬁve or signifying constellations, under the regime of empty
redundancies. The contents of the chains of expression it articulates are
those l!'ml can be assembled for a maximum number of occurrences and
becomings. “They arrive like fate . . . where do they come from, how have
!J'n:y _]}!.IShEd this far ...7"% He or one, indefinite article, proper name
infinitive verb: A HANS TO BECOME HORSE, A PACK NAMED WOLF TO LOOK. .ﬂfl:
HE, ONE TO DIE, WASP TO MEET ORCHID, THEY ARRIVE HUNS, Classified ads
u:legraphu: machines on the plane of consistency (once again, we arf;
reminded of the procedures of Chinese poetry and the rules for translation
suggested by the best commentators).*s

Memories of a Plan(e) Maker. Perhaps there are two planes, or two ways
of cuncep!ua]izjng the plane. The plane can be a hidden principle, which
!nals:e:s 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 itself is not given. It is by nature hidden. It can only
be inferred, induced, concluded from that to which it gives rise (simultane-
nysly_ 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, structure and genesis, the structural plan(e) of
anned organizations with their developments, the genetic plan(e) of evo-
lutlugary developments with their organizations. These are only nuances
pf‘ this first conception of the plane. To accord these nuances too much
importance would prevent us from grasping something more important;
that the plan(e), conceived or made in this fashion, always concerns tI:u;
development of forms and the formation of subjects. A hidden structure
necgssary for forms, a secret signifier necessary for subjects. It ensues that
ll_'l: plan(e) itself will not be given. It exists only in a supplementary dimen-
sion to that to which it gives rise (n +1). This makes it a teleological plan(e),
a design, a m_ental 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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because it establishes the proportional relations of a structure. It may be i_n
the mind of a god, orin the unconscious of life, of the m_aul, or ﬂflangualgg: l.t
is always concluded from its own effects. It is always inferred. Even _i_.l" it is
said to he immanent, it is so only by absence, analogically {mztaph-:;:rmall;.r,
metonymically, etc.). The tree is given in the seed, but as a function of a
plan(e) that is not given. The same applies to music. The_dcuelc}pn?entalrnr
organizational principle does not appear in itself, in a direct relatlnfl_mth
that which develops or is organized: Thereisa lranscenden} composi tional
principle that is not of the nature of sound, that is not “au-:}rb]e“ by itself or
for itself. This opens lim way for all possible interpretations. Forms and
their developments, and subjects and their funna{iﬂqs, relate to a plan(e)
that operates as a transcendent unity or hidden principle. The ;::lan_(n:] can
always be described, but as a part aside, as ungiven in that to which 1t gives
rise. Is this not how even Balzac, even Proust, describe their work’s plan(e)
of organization or development, as though in a melglanguage? Is not
Stockhausen also obliged to describe the structure of his sound forms as
existing “alongside” them, since he is unable to make it audible? Life
plan(e), music plan(e), writing plan(e), it's all the same: a plan[r;] that can-
not be given as such, that can only be inferred from the forms it -:!eve]nps
and the subjects it forms, since it is for these forms and these subjects.
Then there is an altogether different plane, or an altogether different
conception of the plane. Here, there are no longer any forms or develop-
ments of forms; nor are there subjects or the formation of subjects. There1s
no structure, any more than there is genesis. There are only relations of
movement and rest, speed and slowness between unformed elements, or at
least between elements that are relatively unformed, mu]ecuiesranfi
particles of all kinds. There are only haecceities, affecls,_ subjectless indi-
viduations that constitute collective assemblages. Nothing develﬂplm but
things arrive late or early, and form this or that assemblage dn:pf: :}dmg on
their compositions of speed. Nothing subjectifies, but haecceities form
according to compositions of nonsubjectified powers or affects. We call
this plane, which knows only longitudes and latitudes, speeds and haec-
ceities, the plane of consistency or composition (as opposed to the plan(e)
of organization or development). It is necessarily a plane of immanence
and univocality. We therefore call it the plane of Nature, although nature
has nothing to do with it, since on this plane there is no distinction between
the natural and the artificial. However many dimensions it may haw:,lu
never has a supplementary dimension to that which transpires upon it.
That alone makes it natural and immanent. The same goes for the principle
of contradiction: this plane could also be called the plane of
noncontradiction. The plane of consistency could be called the planel of
nonconsistency. It is a geometrical plane, no longer tied to a mental design
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but to an abstract design. Its number of dimensions continually increases
as what happens happens, but even so it loses nothing of its planitude. It is
thus a plane of proliferation, peopling, contagion; but this proliferation of
material has nothing to do with an evolution, the development of a form or
the filiation of forms. Still less is it a regression leading back to a principle.
It is on the contrary an involution, 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
15 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 all 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 must mark sec-
onds, tenths and hundredths of seconds.* Or rather it is a 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 deploved
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 slowness, floating 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 view of a
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, as a 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).**

Let us consider three major cases from nineteenth-century German lit-
erature, Holderlin, Kleist, and Nietzsche. First, Holderlin’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” (plan[e]) and the details of what happens within
that frame (tf assemblages and interassemblages).* He also notes how the
succession of the seasons and the superposition of the same season from
different vears 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 offata
gallop. Jump from one assemblage to another, with the aid of a faint, by
crossing a void. Kleist multiplies “life plan(e)s,” but his voids and failures,
his leaps, earthquakes, and plagues are always included on a single plane.
The plane is not a principle of organization but a means of transportation.
No form develops, no subject forms; affects are displaced, becomings cata-
pult forward and combine into blocks, like 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. He is fascinated by bears;
they are impossible to fool because their cruel little eyes see through
appearances to the true “soul of movement,” the Gemilt or nonsubjective
affect: the becoming-bear of Kleist. Even death can only be conceptualized
as the intersection of elementary reactions of different speeds. A 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 invoked
against painting or the “picture.” Itis odd how Goethe and Hegel hated 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 continuity 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 Holderlin. Goethe gets to the
crux of the matter when he 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 character, and mobi-
lizing a violence of affects that causes an extreme confusion of feelings.

Nietzsche does the same thing by different means. There is no longer

any development of forms or formation of subjects. He criticizes Wagner
for retaining too much harmonic form, and too many pedagogical person-
ages, or “characters”: too much Hegel and Goethe. Now Bizet, on the other
hand, Nietzsche says . . . It seems to us that fragmentary writing is not so
much the i1ssue in Nietzsche. It is instead speeds and slownesses: not writ-
ing slowly or rapidly, but rather writing, and everything else besides, 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 and
slownesses, and the eternal return, the life of the eternal return, is the first
great concrete freeing of nonpulsed time. Ecce Homo has only individ-
uations by haecceities. It is inevitable that the Plan(e), thus conceived, will
always fail, but that the failures will be an integral part of the plan(e): See
the multitude of plans for The Will to Power. For a given aphorism, it is
always possible, even necessary, to introduce new relations of speed and
slowness between its elements that truly make it change assemblages, jump
from one assemblage to the next (the issue is therefore not the fragment).
fﬂusr{:age says, i11s of the nature of the plan(e) that it fail.*! Precisely because
it 15 not a plan(e) of organization, development, or formation, but of
nonvoluntary transmutation. Or Boulez: “Program the machine so that
each time a tape is played on it, it produces different time characteristics.”
S0 the plan(e)—life plan(e), writing plan(e), music plan(e)—must neces-
sarily fail for it is impossible to be faithful to it; but the failures are a part of
the plan(e) for the plan(e) expands or shrinks along with the dimensions of
that which it deploys in each instance (planitude of n dimensions). A
strange machine that is simultaneously a machine of war, music, and
contagion-proliferation-involution.

Why does the opposition between the two kinds of planes lead to a still
more abstract hypothesis? Because one continually passes from 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, all
we need to do is to sink the floating plane of immanence, bury it in the
depths of Nature instead of allowing it to play freely on the surface, forit to
pass to the other side and assume the role of a ground that can no longer be
a_n;rlhi ng more than a principle of analogy from the standpoint of organiza-
tion, and a law of continuity from the standpoint of development.5? The
plane of organization or development effectively covers what we have
called stratification: Forms and subjects, organs and functions, 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 body
without organs. Pure relations of speed and slowness between particles
imply movements of deterritorialization, just as pure affects imply an
enterprise 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 becomings that
compose it. The plane ¢f organization is constantly working away at the
plane of consistency, always trying to plug the lines of flight, stop or inter-
rupt the movements of deterritorialization, weigh them down, restratify
them, reconstitute forms and subjects in a dimension of depth. Conversely,
the plane of consistency is constantly extricating itself from the plane of
organization, causing particles to spin off the strata, scrambling forms by
dint of speed 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-
mum 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
between two abstract poles; for example, to the transcendent, organiza-
tional plane of Western music based on sound forms and their develop-
ment, we oppose the immanent plane of consistency of Eastern music,
composed of speeds and slownesses, movements and rest. In keeping with
our concrete hypothesis, the whole becoming of Western music, all musical
becoming, implies a minimum of sound forms and even of melodic and
harmonic functions; speeds and slownesses are made to pass across them,
and it is precisely these speeds and slownesses that reduce the forms and
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
development of form. Perhaps Schumann’s genius is the most striking case
of form being developed only for the relations of speed and slowness one
materially and emotionally assigns it. Music has always submitted its
forms and motifs to temporal transformations, augmentations or diminu-
tions, slowdowns or accelerations, which do not occur solely according to
laws of 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 little motifs, accumulations of little notes that proceed
kinematically and affectively, sweeping away a simple 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 time 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 least 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 is 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 plane. Swann is always think-
ing and feeling in terms of subjects, forms, resemblances between subjects,
and correspondences between forms. For him, one of Odette’s lies is a form
whose secret subjective content must be discovered, provoking amateur
detective activity. To him Vinteuil's music 1s 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 in a 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 eves of the beloved, a
particle that stands only for itself and travels too fast through the narrator’s
auditory or visual field. This molecular speed is unbearable because it
indicates a distance, a proximity 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 Albertine? 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 slownesses that combine
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on a plane of consistency of variation, the plane of music and of the
Recherche (just as Wagnerian motifs abandon all fixity of form and all
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 ni: the
abstract machine, sweeping away faces and landscapes, and then love, jeal-
ousy, painting, and musi‘ itself, according to increasingly stronger coeffi-
cients that nourish the Work at risk of dissolving everything and dy}ng 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 to become master of
speeds to the rhythm of his asthma. It was to face annihilation. But another
outcome was possible, or was made possible by Proust.

Memories of a Molecule. Becoming-animal is only one becoming among
others. A kind of order or apparent progression can be established for the
segments of becoming in which we find ourselves; bccnming—wmlnan,
becoming-child; becoming-animal, -vegetable, or -mineral; becomings-
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 across
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 hecnmings—qqimal,
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 n‘_mln-
cule, relations of speed and slowness between particles. Becom inlgs.-amma]
plunge into becomings-molecular. This raises all kinds of questions.

In a way, we must start at the end: all becomings are already mulﬁ:cular_
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 of a subject
nor the proportionality of a form. Starting from the forms one has, the §uh-
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 closest to what one is bﬂcun_'ungl,, and
through which one becomes. This is the sense in which becoming is the
process of desire. This principle of proximity or approximation is ent !rely
particular and reintroduces no analogy whatsoever. It indicates as rigor-
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ously as possible a zone of proximity*’ or copresence of a particle, the move-
ment into which any particle that enters the zone is drawn. Louis Wolfson
embarks upon a strange undertaking: a schizophrenic, he translates as
quickly as possible each phrase in his maternal la nguage into foreign words
with similar sound and meaning; an anorexic, he rushes to the ref; rigerator,
tears open the packages and snatches their contents, stuffing himself as
quickly as possible.* It would be false to believe that he needs to borrow
“disguised” words from foreign languages. Rather, he snatches from his
own language verbal particles that can no longer belong to the form of that
language, just as he snatches from food alimentary particles that no longer
act as formed nutritional substances: the two kinds of particles enter into
proximity. We could also put it this way: Becoming is to emit particles that
take on certain relations of movement and rest because they enter a partic-
ular zone of proximity. Or, it is to emit particles that enter that zone
because they take on those relations. A haecceity is inseparable from the
fog and mist that depend on a molecular zone, a corpuscular space. Prox-
imity is a notion, at once topological and quantal, that marksa belonging to
the same molecule, independently of the subjects considered and the forms
determined.

Schérer and Hocquenghem made this essential point in their reconsid-
eration of the problem of wolf-children. Of course, it is not a question of a
real production, as if the child “really” became an animal: noris it a ques-
tion of a resemblance, as if the child imitated animals that really raised it;
nor is it a question of a symbolic metaphor, as if the autistic child that was
abandoned or lost merely became the “analogue” of an animal. Schérer
and Hocquenghem are right to expose this false reasoning, which is based
on a culturalism or moralism upholding the irreducibility of the human
order: Because the child has not been transformed into an animal, it must
only have a metaphorical relation to it, induced by the child’s illness or
rejection. For their own part, they appeal toan objective zone of indetermi-
nation or uncertainty, “something shared or indiscernible,” a proximity
“that makes it impossible to say where the boundary between the human
and animal lies,” not only in the case of autistic children, but for all chil-
dren; 1t is as though, independent of the evolution carrying them toward
adulthood, there were room in the child for other becomings, “other con-
temporaneous possibilities” that are not regressions but creative involu-
tions bearing witness to “an inhumanity immediately experienced in the
body as such,” unnatural nuptials “outside the programmed body.” There
1sareality of becoming-animal, even though one does not in reality become
animal. It is useless, then, to raise the objection that the dog-child only
plays dog within the limits of his formal constitution, and does nothing
canine that another human being could not have done if he or she had so
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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 Oedipal 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. {t is a 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 indiscernibility of which Schérer
and Hocquenghem speak come from?
An example: Do not imitate a dog, but make your organism enter into
composition with something else in such a way that the particles emitted
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 animal 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), or an 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 question. 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: *1
consider myself half-animal, half-man. More animal than man. I 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.”s® If we interpret the word “like™ as a metaphor, or
propose a structural 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 1n connec-
tion with haecceities, when they are made into expressions of becomings
instead of signified states or signifying relations. A dog may exercise its jaw
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, itis not aquestion of hisimitatingacrab; itisaques-
tion of making something that has to do with the crab enter into composi-
tion with.the image, with the speed of the image.*® That is the essential
point for us: you become-animal only if, by whatever means or elements,
you emit 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 animal only molecularly
You do not become a barking molar dog, but by barking, if it is done with
enough feeling, with enough necessity and composition, you emit a molec-
ular _-:l-::lg, Man does not become wolf, or vampire, as if he changed molar
species; t]'u: vampire and werewolf are becomings of man, in other words
proximities between molecules in composition, relations of muvementl
and rest, speed and slowness between emitted particles. Of course there are
werewolves and vampires, we say this with all our heart: but do not look for
a r-.i:sn:mblam::e or analogy to the animal, for this is becoming-animal in
action, thq pl:nductinn of the molecular animal (whereas the “real™ animal
15 tra]}_]}ed in 1ts molar form and subjectivity). It is within us that the animal
ha.m.ﬁ its teeth like Hofmannsthal’s rat, or the flower opens its petals; but
th151 is j:inqe by corpuscular emission, by molecular proximity, and nc;t by
Fhff imitation of a subject or a proportionality of form. Albcnin:zcan always
imitate a ﬂnu@r, but it is when she is sleeping and enters into composition
with the parltlcles of sleep that her beauty spot and the texture of her skin
enter a relation of rest and movement that place her in the zone of a molec-
ulr:_:r vegetable: the becoming-plant of Albertine. And it is when she is held
prisoner that she emits the particles of a bird. And it is when she flees

{l;_u;:at:;s down a line of flight, that she becomes-horse, even if it is the h-l;}l"&l.:‘

Yes, all becomings are molecular: the animal, flower, or stone one
bbgumes are molecular collectivities, haecceities, not molar subjects
objects, or form that we know from the outside and recognize from ex p-c:ri:
ence, through science, or by habit. If this is true, then we must say the same
of things human: there is a becoming-woman, a becoming-child, that do
not resemble the woman or the child as clearly distinct molar E]flt'il'.if:s- (al-
thpu;h it is pqssihle—nnl;-,r possible—for the woman or child to occupy
]]H'r’]legﬂd positions in relation to these becomings). What we term a molar
entity is, for example, the woman as defined by her form, endowed with
organs and t_*um:tinns and assigned as a subject. Becoming-woman is not
imitating this t_tntil:r or even transforming oneself into it. We are not, how-
ever, overlooking the importance of imitation, or moments of imiliatinn
among certain hFrmﬂSEHual males, much less the prodigious attempt at a'
real transt"c_mnatmn on the part of certain transvestites. All we are saying is
that these 1ndi5§n¢:iable aspects of becoming-woman must first be under-
stood as a fu nction of something else: not imitating or assuming the female
tfurm, but emitting particles that enter the relation of movement and rest

or the zone of proximity, of a microfemininity, in other words, that pmducé
1n us a molecular woman, create the molecular woman. We d::n not mean to
say that a creation of this kind is the prerogative of the man, but on the con-
trary that the woman as a molar entity has ro bfcnmfawm::m in order that
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the man also becomes- or can bncnme-wnman._h 15, n!‘ COUTSE, ‘mdllsptnaa-
bIy for women to conduct a molar politics, *.-_.ruh a view to "-:'r'l!'m:!:ﬂf back
their own organism, their own history, their own syb .!El:tlﬂqu"._ ‘We as
women . . ." makes its appearance as a subject D.f enunciation. Butitisdan-
gerous to confine oneself to such a subject, which d-:}es_nn! fun::n{fn with-
out drying up a spring or stopping a flow. _The S0Ng ut‘lhfﬂ is often m;amig
by the driest of women, moved by ressentiment, the will to power and co
mothering. Just as a dessicated child ma_kn:s a much b&t}er child, there
being no childhood flow emanating from it any longer. It 15 no more a::!e:—
quate to say that each sex contains the other and must de velop the uppt:t:s.l te
pole in itself. Bisexuality is no better a concept thJau the separateness o the
sexes. It is as deplorable to miniaturize, internalize l‘.hf:l binary machine as
it is to exacerbate it: it does not extricate us from it. It is thus necessary 10
conceive of a molecular women's politics that slips into molar con fronta-
tions. and passes under or through them. | &
When Virginia Woolf was questioned about a speci ﬁca!! y women's writ-
ing, she was appalled at the idea of writing “as a woman.” Rather, wntm%
should produce a becoming-woman as atoms of womanhood capgb]clu
crossing and impregnating an entire social field, and of Funtammal;i ng
men, of sweeping them up in that becoming. }I’er}r soft pa::u::]es—hut S0
very hard and obstinate, irreducible, indomitable. The rise of women 1n
English novel writing has spared no man: even those whq pass for th,': most
virile, the most phallocratic, such as Lawrence and Miller, in their turn
continually tap into and emit particles that enter the proximity or zone of
indiscernibility of women. In writing, they become-women. The question
is not, or not only, that of the organism, history, and Sl.l.l?jECI ﬂfcuguciatlun
that oppose masculine to feminine in the great dualism machines. The
question is fundamentally that of the body—the but!yr they steal fromusin
order to fabricate opposable organisms. Tl}is bﬁ;l}r is stolen first [:Iﬂ-l'l'l the
girl: Stop behaving like that, you're not a little girl anymore, you're not a
tomboy, etc. The girl’s becoming is stolen first, in order to impose a hlstm:::‘ri
or prehistory, upon her. The boy’s turn comes next, butit 1:3.by using the gi
as an example, by pointing to the girl as the_r::hjr:ct of h}s desire, tha‘t an
opposed organism, a dominant history is fabricated for him too. The girl is
the first victim, but she must also serve as an example and atrap. That 1s
why, conversely, the reconstruction of the body as a ﬂnd_}r without Organs,
the anorganism of the body, is inseparable from a becoming-woman, or tt}e
production of a molecular woman. Doubtless, the _5-,11-1 becomes a woman 1n
the molar or organic sense. But conversely, becoming-woman or thg "%"‘.“"j
ular woman is the girl herself. The girl is certainly not defined by virginity;
she is defined by a relation of movement and rest, specq;l and slowness, by a
combination of atoms, an emission of particles: haecceity. She never ceases
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1o roam upon a body without organs. She is an abstract line, 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 dualisms is 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 girl who becomes a woman; 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-
lution: 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.”® 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 girl 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: it is
becoming itself that is a child or a girl. The child does not become an adult
any more than the girl 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 remaininga manora
woman; it means extracting from one’s sex the particles, the speeds and
slownesses, the flows, the n sexes that constitute the girl of that sexuality. It
i1s 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 is the key to all the other becomings. When the man of
war disguises himself as a woman, flees disguised as a girl, hidesas a girl, it
15 not a shameful, transitory incident in his life. To hide, to camouflage
oneself, is a warrior function, and the line of flight attracts the enemy, tra-
verses something and puts what it traverses to flight; the warrior arises 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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orrespondence of relations. It is difficult to see how the correspondence
ﬁ:etwr:f:n the two relations “man-war” and “woman-marriage” could entail
an equivalence between the warrior and the girl asa woman who refuses to
marry.5' 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
assential 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 furor and celerity, was swept up in irresistible becomings-animal. These
are becomings that have as their 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, ina
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. [t is in the vestiges of a double war machine—
that of the Greeks, 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, Achillesina
becoming-woman, Penthesilea in a becoming-dog.

The rites of transvestism or female impersonation in primitive societies
in which a man becomes a woman are not explainable by a social organiza-
tion that places the given relations in correspondence, or by a psychic
organization that makes the woman desire to become a man just as the man
desires to become a woman.®? 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 1 sexes. an entire war machine through which love passes. Thisisnota
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 sexu ality 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 1s 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 emission of particles. There is no need
for bestialism in this, although it may arise, and many psychiatric anec-
dotes document it in ways that are interesting, if oversimplified and conse-
quently off the track, too beastly. It is not a question of “playing” the dog,
!lki: an elderly gentleman on a postcard; it 1s not so much a question of mak-
ing love with animals. Becomings-animal are basically of another power,
since their reality resides not in an animal one imitates or to which one cor-
responds but in themselves, in that which suddenly sweeps us up and
makes us become—a proximity, an indiscernibility that extracts a shared
element from the animal far more effectively than any domestication, uti-
lization, or imitation could: “the Beast.”

If becoming-woman is the first quantum, or molecular segment, with
the becomings-animal that link up with it coming next, what are they all
rushing toward? Without a doubt, toward becoming-imperceptible. The
imperceptible is the immanent end of becoming, its cosmic formula. For
example, Matheson’s Shrinking Man passes through the kingdoms of
nature, slips between molecules, to become an unfindable particle in infi-
nite meditation on the infinite. Paul Morand’s Monsieur Zéro flees the
larger countries, crosses the smallest ones, descends the scale of States,
establishes an anonymous society in Lichtenstein of which he is the only
member, and dies imperceptible, forming the particle 0 with his fingers: “I
am a man who flees by swimming under water, and at whom all the world’s
f‘iﬂn:s fire. . .. I must no longer offer a target.” But what does becoming-
imperceptible signify, coming at the end of all the molecular becomings
that begin with becoming-woman? Becoming-imperceptible means many
things. What is the relation between the (anorganic) imperceptible, the
(asignifying) indiscernible, and the (asubjective) impersonal?

A first response would be: to be like everybody else. That is what
Kierkegaard relates in his story about the “knight of the faith,” the man of
becoming: to look at him, one would notice nothing, a bourgeois, nothing
but a bourgeois. That is how Fitzgerald lived: after a real rupture, one suc-
ceeds . . . in being just like everybody else. To go unnoticed 1s by no means
easy. To be a stranger, even to one’s doorman or neighbors. If it is so diffi-
cult to be “like” everybody else, it is because it is an affair of becoming. Not
everybody becomes everybody [and everything: tout le monde—Trans.],
makes a becoming of everybody/everything. This requires much asceti-
cism, much sobriety, much creative involution: an English elegance, an

English fabric, blend in with the walls, eliminate the too-perceived, the too-

much-to-be-perceived. “Eliminate all that is waste, death, and superflu-
ity,” complaint and grievance, unsatisfied desire, defense or pleading,
everything that roots each of us (everybody) in ourselves, in our molarity.
For everybody/everything is the molar aggregate, but becoming everybody/



280 [ 1730: BECOMING-INTENSE, BECOMING-ANIMAL . ..

evervthing is another affair, one that brings into play the cosmos with i1_'.:-;
molecular components. Becoming everybody/everything (tout le monde)is
to world (faire monde), to make a world (faire un monde). E}:-,r process of
elimination, one is no longer 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
one, 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 disurganiz;d,
disarticulated, it worlds with the lines of a rock, sand, and plants, becoming
imperceptible. The fish is like the Chinese poet: not imitative or structural,
but cosmic. Francois Cheng shows that poets do not pursue resqmb]auce,
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.®® It is in this sens.f:‘that
becoming-everybody/everything, making the world a bemming:, is to
world. to make a world or worlds, in other words, to find one’s proximities
and zones of indiscernibility. The Cosmos as an abstract machine, and
each world as an assemblage effectuating it. [fone reduces oneselfto one or
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
exceeds 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 t!:u:
dawn of the world. Such is the link between imperceptibility, indis-
cernibility, and impersonality—the three virtues. To reduce oneself to an
abstract 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 a becoming, because one has made a necessarily commu-
nicating world, because one has suppressed in oneself e:w:r:.rthu'fg that
prevents us from slipping between things and growing in the mu:ls_t of
things. One has combined “everything” (le “tout”): 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 1s by nature
imperceptible. Perception can grasp movement only as the displacement
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of amoving body or the development of a form. Movements, becomings, in
other words, pure relations of speed and slowness, pure affects, are below
and above the threshold of perception. Doubtless, thresholds of perception
are relative; there is always a threshold capable of grasping what eludes
another: the eagle’s eye . . . But the adequate threshold can in turn operate
only as a function of a perceptible form and a perceived, discerned subject.
So that movement in itself continues to occur elsewhere: if we serialize per-
ception, the movement always takes place above the maximum threshold
and below the minimum threshold, in expanding or contracting intervals
(microintervals). Like huge Japanese wrestlers whose advance is too slow
and whose holds are too fast to see, so that what embraces are less the
wrestlers than the infinite slowness of the wait (what is going to happen?)
and the infinite speed of the result (what happened?). What we must do is
reach the photographic or cinematic threshold; but in relation to the
photograph, movement and affect once again took refuge above and below,
When Kierkegaard adopts the marvelous motto, “I look only at the move-
ments,”®* he is acting astonishingly like a precursor of the cinema, multi-
plying versions of a love scenario (between Agnes and the merman)
according to variable speeds and slownesses. He has all the more reason to
say that there is no movement that is not infinite; that the movement of the
infinite can occur only by means of affect, passion, love, in a becoming that
is the girl, but without reference to any kind of “mediation™; and that this
movement as such eludes any mediating perception because it is already
effectuated at every moment, and the dancer or lover finds him- or herself
already “awake and walking” the second he or she falls down, and even the
instant he or she leaps.®® Movement, like the girl as a fugitive being, cannot
be perceived.

However, we are obliged to make an immediate correction: movement
also "must” be perceived, it cannot but be perceived, the imperceptible is
also the percipiendum. There is no contradiction in this. If movement is
imperceptible by nature, it is so always in relation to a given threshold of
perception, which is by nature relative and thus plays the role of a media-
tion on the plane that effects the distribution of thresholds and percepts
and makes forms perceivable to perceiving subjects. It is the plane of
organization and development, the plane of transcendence, that renders
perceptible without itself being perceived, without being capable of being
perceived. But on the ether 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 renders. In this case,
movement is no longer tied to the mediation of a relative threshold that it
eludes ad infinitum; it has reached, regardless of its speed or slowness, 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 deterritorialization,
becoming the process of absolute deterritorialization. The difference
between the two planes accounts for the fact that what cannot be perceived
on one cannot but be 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.
Kierkegaard 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,
he will have all of the finite and perceive the imperceptible, as “heir appar-
ent to the finite.”®” Perception will no longer reside in the relation between
a subject and an object, but rather in the movement serving as the limit 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 movemenis. '

[t is odd that the word “faith” should be used to designate a plane that
works by immanence. But if the knight is the man of becoming, then there
are all kinds of knights. Are there not even knights 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
hetween matters, colors and sounds engulfing lines of flight, world lines,
lines of transparency and intersection.®® 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 of the Indiansand the slav-
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ychoanalysis can be taken as a model of reference because it was able
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with respect to essentially affective phenomena, to construct the schema of
a specific causality divorced from ordinary social or psychological general-
ities. But this schema still relies on a plane of organization that can never be
apprehended in itself, that is always concluded from something else, that is
always inferred, concealed from the system of perception: it is called the
Unconscious. Thus the plane of the Unconscious remains a plane of tran-
scendence guaranteeing, justifying, the existence of psychoanalysis and the
necessity of its interpretations. This plane of the Unconscious stands in
molar opposition to the perception-consciousness system, and because
desire must be translated onto this plane, it is itself linked to gross
molarities, like the submerged part of an iceberg (the Oedipal structure, or
the rock of castration). The imperceptible thus remains all the more imper-
ceptible because it is opposed to the perceived in a dualism machine.
Everything is different on the plane of consistency or immanence, which is
necessarily perceived in its own right in the course of its construction:
experimentation replaces interpretation, now molecular, nonfigurative,
and nonsymbolic, the unconscious as such is given in microperceptions;
desire directly invests the field of perception, where the imperceptible
appears as the perceived object of desire itself, “the nonfigu rative of
desire.” The unconscious no longer designates the hidden principle of the
transcendent plane of organization, but the process of the immanent plane
of consistency as it appears on itself in the course of its construction. For
the unconscious must be constructed, not rediscovered. There is no longer
a conscious-unconscious dualism machine, because the unconscious is, or
rather is produced, there where consciousness goes, carried by the plane.™
Drugs give the unconscious the immanence and plane that psychoanalysis
has consistently botched (perhaps the famous cocaine episode marked a
turning point that forced Freud to renounce a direct approach to the
unconscious).

But ifit is true that drugs are linked to this immanent, molecular percep-
tive causality, we are still faced with the question of whether they actually
succeed in drawing the plane necessary for their action. The causal line, or
the line of flight, of drugs is constantly being segmentarized under the most
rigid of forms, that of dependency, the hit and the dose, the dealer. Evenin
its supple form, it can mobilize gradients and thresholds of perception
toward becomings-animal, becomings-molecular, but even this is done In
the context of a relativity of thresholds that restrict themselves to imitating
a plane of consistency rather than drawing it on an absolute threshold.
What good does it do to perceive as fast as a quick-flying bird if speed and
movement continue to escape somewhere else? The deterritorializations
remain relative, compensated for by the most abject reterritorializations,
so that the imperceptible and perception continually pursue or run after
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each other without ever truly coupling. Instead of holes in the world allov
ing the world lines themselves to run off, the lines of flight coil and start1
swirl in black holes; to each addict a hole, group or individual, like a snai
Down, instead of high. The molecular microperceptions are overlaid |
advance, depending on the drug, by hallucinations, delusions, false perce)
tions, phantasies, or paranoid outbursts; they restore forms and subjec
every instant, like so many phantoms or doubles continually blocking co1
struction of the plane. Moreover, as we saw in our enumeration of the da
gers, not only is the plane of consistency in danger of being betrayed
thrown offtrack through the influence of other causalities that intervene i
an assemblage of this kind, but the plane itself engenders dangers of 1
own, by which it is dismantled at the same time as it is constructed. We as
no longer, it itself is no longer master of speeds. Instead of making a bod
without organs sufficiently rich or full for the passage of intensities, dr
addicts erect a vitrified or emptied body, or a cancerous one: the caus:
line, creative line, or line of flight immediately turns into a line of deat
and abolition. The abominable vitrification of the veins, or the purulenc
of the nose—the glassy body of the addict. Black holes and lines of deatl
Artaud’s and Michaux’s warnings converge (they are more technical, mo
consistent than the informational, psychoanalytic, or sociopsychologic:
discourse of treatment and assistance centers). Artaud: You will not avoi
hallucinations, erroneous perceptions, shameless phantasies, or bad fee
ings, like so many black holes on the plane of consistency, because yoL
conscious will also go in that booby-trapped direction.” Michaux: You wi
no longer be master of your speeds, you will get stuck in a mad race betwee
the imperceptible and perception, a race all the more circular now th:
everything is relative.” You will be full of yourself, you will lose contro
you will be on a plane of consistency, in a body without organs, but at
place where you will always botch them, empty them, undo what you di
motionless rags. These words are so much simpler than “erroneous percej
tions” (Artaud) or “bad feelings” (Michaux), but say the most technical
things: that the immanent molecular and perceptive causality of desis
fails in the drug-assemblage. Drug addicts continually fall back into wh:
they wanted to escape: a segmentarity all the more rigid for being margina
a territorialization all the more artificial for being based on chemical sul
stances, hallucinatory forms, and phantasy subjectifications. Drug addic
may be considered as precursors or experimenters who tirelessly blaze ne
paths of life, but their cautiousness lacks the foundation for caution.
they either join the legion of false heroes who follow the conformist path ¢
a little death and a long fatigue. Or, what is worse, all they will have done

make an attempt only nonusers or former users can resume and benef
from, secondarily rectifying the always aborted plane of drugs, discoverir
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through drugs what drugs lack for the construction of a plane ofl CONSis-

tency. Is the mistake drug users make always to start over again from

ground zero, either going on the drug again or quitting, when what they

should do is make it a stopover, to start from the “middle,” bifurcate from

the middle? To succeed in getting drunk, but on pure water (Henry Miller).

To succeed in getting high, but by abstention, “to take and abstain, espe-

cially abstain,” | am a drinker of water (Michaux). To reach the point where

“to g'el high or not to get high™ is no longer the question, but mtherwhet_her
drugs have sufficiently changed the general conditions of space an-:l_ time
perception so that nonusers can succeed in passing through the holes in the
world and following the lines of flight at the very place where means other
than drugs become necessary. Drugs do not guarantee immanence; rathelr,
the immanence of drugs allows one to forgo them. Isit mwa‘r-::!im or exploi-
taking in the middle, while changing the means. It is necessary to choose
the right molecule, the water, hydrogen, or helium molecule. This has noth-
ing to do with models, all models are molar: it is necessary to determine the
molecules and particles in relation to which “proximities™ (indiscern-
ibilities, becomings) are engendered and defined. The vital assemblage,
the life-assemblage, is theoretically or logically possible with all kinds of
molecules, silicon, for example. But it so happens that this assemblage 'Es
not machinically possible with silicon: the abstract machine does not let it
pass because it does not distribute zones of proximity that construct the
plane of consistency.”™ We shall see that machinic reasons are entirely dif-
ferent from logical reasons or possibilities. One does not conform to a
model, one straddles the right horse, Drug users have not chosen the right
molecule or the right horse. Drugs are too unwieldy to grasp the impercep-
tible and becomings-imperceptible; drug users believed lhalt drugs would
grant them the plane, when in fact the plane must distill its own drugs,
remaining master of speeds and proximities.

Memories of the Secret. The secret has a privileged, but quite vanable,
relation to perception and the imperceptible. The secret relates first of all
to certain contents. The content is too big for its form . . . or else the con-
tents themselves have a form, but that form is covered, doubled, or
replaced by a simple container, envelope, or box whose role it is to suppress
formal relations. These are contents it has been judged fitting to isolate or
disguise for various reasons. Drawing up a list of these reasons (shame,
treasure, divinity, etc.) has limited value as long as the secret is opposed to
its discovery as in a binary machine having only two terms, the secret and
disclosure, the secret and desecration. For on the one hand, the secret as
content is superseded by a perception of the secret, which is no less secret
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than the secret. It matters little what the goal is, and whether the aim of the
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 is a part of it. 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, regardless 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 are in 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 seeks 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
secrel must sneak, insert, or introduce itself into the arena of public forms;
it must pressure them and prod known subjects into action (we are refer-
ring to influence of the “lobby” type, even if the lobby is not in itselfa secret
society).

In short, the secret, defined as a content 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 soci-
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, comparimentalization, 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 has its 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). This is 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)”—Trans.] that can, moreover, link or meld in certain cases. The
child’s secret combines these elements to marvelous effect: the secret as a
content in a box, the secret influence and propagation of the secret, the
secret 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 con-
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 finite content to the infinite form of secrecy. This is the point at
which the secret attains absolute imperceptibility, instead of being linked
to a 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 eminently 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 whe 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-
noid 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, and doubling by flight or echo,
are what now give the secret its infinite form, in which perceptions as well
as actions pass into imperceptibility. Paranoid judgment is like an antici-
pation of perception replacing empirical research into boxes and their con-
tents: guilty a priori, and in any event! (for example, the evolution of the
narrator of the Recherche in relation to Albertine). We can say, in summary
fashion, that psychoanalysis has gone from a hysterical to an increasingly
paranoid conception of the secret.” Interminable analysis: the Uncon-
scious has been assigned the increasingly difficult task of itself being the
infinite form of secrecy, instead of a simple box containing secrets. You will
tell all, but in saying everything you will say nothing because all the “art™ of
psychoanalysis is required in order to measure your contents against the
pure form. At this point, however, after the secret has been raised to the
level of a form in this way, an inevitable adventure befalls it. When the
question “What happened?” attains this infinite virile form, the answer is
necessarily that nothing happened, and both form and content are
destroyed. The news travels fast that the secret of men is nothing, in truth
nothing at all. Oedipus, the phallus, castration, “the splinterin the flesh™—
that was the secret? It is enough to make women, children, lunatics, and
molecules laugh.

The more the secret is made into a structuring, organizing form, the
thinner and more ubiquitous it becomes, the more its content becomes
molecular, at the same time as its form dissolves. It really wasn’t much, as
Jocasta says. The secret does not as a result disappear, but it does take on a
more feminine status. What was behind President Schreber’s paranoid
secret all 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 kind of secrecy of the
gyneceum). Men alternately fault them for their indiscretion, their gossip-
ing, and for their solidarity, their betrayal. Yet it is curious how 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 operates in the most complete trans-
parency. Celerity against gravity. The celerity of a war machine against the
gravity of a State apparatus. Men adopt a grave attitude, knights of the
secret: “You see what burden I bear: my seriousness, my discretion.” But
they end up telling everything—and it turns out to be nothing. There are

. women, on the other hand, who tell everything, sometimes in appalling

technical detail, but one knows no more at the end than at the beginning;
they have hidden everything by celerity, by limpidity. They have no secret
because they have become a secret themselves. Are they more politic than
we? Iphigenia. Innocent a priori. That is the girl’s defense against the
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judgment proferred by men: “guilty a priori” . . . This is where the secret
reaches its ultimate state: its content is molecularized, it has become
molecular, at the same time as its form has been dismantled, becoming a
pure moving line—in the sense in which it can be said a given line is the
“secret” of a painter, or a given rhythmic cell, a given sound molecule
(which does not constitute a theme or form) the “secret” of a musician.
If ever there was a writer who dealt with the secret, it was Henry James.
In this respect, he went through an entire evolution, like a perfecting of his
art. For he began by looking for the secret in contents, even insignificant,
half-opened ones, contents briefly glimpsed. Then he raised the possibility
of there being an infinite form of secrecy that no longer even requires acon-
tent and that has conquered the imperceptible. But he raises this possi-
bility only in order to ask the question, Is the secret in the content or in the
form? And the answer is already apparent: neither.” James is one of those
writers who is swept up in an irresistible becoming-woman. He never
stopped pursuing his goal, inventing the necessary technical means. Mo-
lecularize the content of the secret and linearize its form. James explored it
all, from the becoming-child of the secret (there is always a child who dis-
covers secrets; What Maisie Knew) to the becoming-woman of the secret
(secrecy by a transparency that is no longer anything more than a pure line
that scarcely leaves any traces of its own passage; the admirable Daisy
Miller). James is not as close to Proust as people say; it is he who raises the
cry, “Innocent a priori!” (all Daisy asked for was a little respect, she would
have given her love for that . . .) in opposition to the “Guilty a priori” that
condemns Albertine. What counts in the secret is less its three states
(child’s content, virile infinite form, pure feminine line) than the becom-
ings attached to them, the becoming-child of the secret, its becoming-
feminine, its becoming-molecular—which occur precisely at the point
where the secret has lost both its content and its form, where the impercep-
tible, the clandestine with nothing left to hide, has finally been perceived.
From the gray eminence to the gray immanence. Oedipus passes throughall
three secrets: the secret of the sphinx whose box he penetrates; the secret
that weighs upon him as the infinite form of his own guilt; and finally, the
secret at Colonus that makes him inaccessible and melds with the pure line
of his flight and exile, he who has nothing left to hide, or, like an old No
actor, has only a girl’s mask with which to cover his lack of a face. Some
people can talk, hide nothing, not lie: they are secret by transparency, as
impenetrable as water, in truth incomprehensible. Whereas the others have
a secret that is always breached, even though they surround it with a thick
wall or elevate it to an infinite form.
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Memories and Becomings, Points and Blocks. Why are there so many
becomings of man, but no becoming-man? First because man is major-
itarian par excellence, whereas becomings are minoritarian; all 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 or standard
in relation 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 15 not a question of knowing whether there
are more mosquitoes or flies than men, but of knowing how “man™ consti-
tuted a standard in the universe in relation to which men necessarily (ana-
lytically) 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 their numbers;
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-woman.
It 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 them becomings. One reterritorializes, or allows oneself to 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 1f 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. In a 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 1s because only a
minority is capable of serving as the active medium of becoming, but
under such 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,”
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the Jew and the non-Jew, enter into a becoming-Jewish (the same thing
happens in Focus). |

A woman has to become-woman, but in a becoming-woman of all man.
A Jew becomes Jewish, but in a becoming-Jewish of the non-J ew. A
becoming-minoritarian exists only by virtue pf a dtlﬂf!‘itﬂl‘iﬂ]ilﬂd mefdiym
and subject that are like its elements. There is no subject u::l"the becoming
except as a deterritorialized variable of the majonity; the reisno medium of
becoming except as a deterritorialized variable of a minority. We can be
thrown into a becoming by anything at all, by the most qnexpﬁcted, most
insignificant of things. You don’t deviate from the majority unless there is
a little detail that starts to swell and carries you off. It is because the hero of
Focus, the average American, needs glasses that give his nose a vaguely
Semitic air, it is “because of the glasses™ that he is thrown into this strange
adventure of the becoming-Jewish of the non-Jew. Anything at all can dFr
the job, but it always turns out to be a political affair. B-emmllng-mmnn-
tarian is a political affair and necessitates a labor of power (puissance), an
active micropolitics. This is the opposite of macropolitics, and even qfl‘!ls-
tory, in which it is a question of knowing how to win or obtain a majority.
As Faulkner said, to avoid ending up a fascist there was no other choice b'!n
to become-black.®' Unlike history, becoming cannot be conceptualized 1n
terms of past and future. Eemming—remluli‘ﬂnm_-y remains indifferent to
questions of a future and a past of the revolution; it passes between the two.
Every becoming is a block of coexistence. The so-called ahistorical socie-
ties set themselves outside history, not because they are content to repro-
duce immutable models or are governed by a fixed structure, but he:cau::e
they are societies of becoming (war societies, secret su{:it:tiga, Et::.): Thereis
no history but of the majority, or of minorities as defined in relation to the
majority. And yet “how to win the majority” isa totally secondary problem
in relation to the advances of the imperceptible.

Let us try to say it another way: There is no becoming-man because man
is the molar entity par excellence, whereas becomings are muler.:ular. The
faciality function showed us the form uq.de:r whi::h‘ man constitutes Fhe
majority, or rather the standard upon which the majority is based: 1_.1v.fhuta:+
male, adult, “rational,” etc., in short, the average European, the 311]_:&]-::1 of
enunciation. Following the law of arborescence, it is this central Fm!:ul that
moves across all of space or the entire screen, and at every turn nnurmt}es‘a
certain distinctive opposition, depending on which faciality trait is
retained: male-(female), adult-(child), white-(black, yellow, or red);
rational-(animal). The central point, or third eye, t?ms has th:E property of
organizing binary distributions within the dualism machines, and of
reproducing itself in the principal term of the opposition; the entire oppo-
sition at the same time resonates in the central point. The constitution ofa
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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 its 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, 1s a part of
the arborescent system.®?
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 “chiildhood 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
female one. The constitution of these hybnids, however, does not take us
very far in the direction of a true becoming (for example, bisexuality, as the
psychoanalysts note, in no way precludes 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 two 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 befween points, it comes up
through the middle, it runs perpendicular to the points first perceived,
transversally to the localizable relation to distant or contiguous points.®* 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 middle 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 middle. A becoming is nei-
ther one nor two, nor the relation of the two; 1t 15 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 contiguous points, carrying one into the proximity of the
other—and the border-proximity 1s 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
pressures. 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 deterritorialized it is, the stronger is the
contact: 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,ina zone of prox-
imity or a block of becoming, on a line 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-
hood. 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 deterritonali-
zation.)* Wherever we used the word “memories” 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. Not only are 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. A system is termed
punctual when its lines are taken as coordinates in this way, or as localizable
connections: for example, systems of arborescence, or molar and mne-
monic systems in general, are 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 order of time (stratigraphy), which goes
from the present to the past, or to the representation of the old present.
This is, of course, a basic schema that cannot be developed further without
running into major complications, but it is the one found in representa-
tions of art forming a “didactic™ system, in other words, a mnemotechnics.
Musical representation, on the one hand, draws a horizontal, melodic line,
the bass line, upon which other melodic lines are superposed; points are
assigned that enter into relations of counterpoint between lines. On the
other hand, it draws a vertical, harmonic line or plane, which moves along
the horizontals but is no longer dependent upon them; it runs from high to
low and defines a chord capable of linking up with the following chords.
Pictorial representation has an analogous form, with means of its own: this
is not only because the painting has a vertical and a horizontal, but because
the traits and colors, each on its own account, relate to verticals of displace-
ment and horizontals of superposition (for example, the vertical cold form,
or white, light and tonality; the horizontal warm form, or black, chromatics
and modality, etc.). To cite only relatively recent examples, this is evident
in the didactic systems of Kandinsky, Klee, and Mondrian, which neces-
sarily imply an encounter with music.

Let us summarize the principal characteristics of a punctual system: (1)
Systems of this kind comprise two base lines, horizontal and vertical; they
serve as coordinates for assigning points. (2) The horizontal line can be
superposed vertically and the vertical line can be moved horizontally, in
such a way that new points are produced or reproduced, under conditions
of horizontal frequency and vertical resonance. (3) From one point to
another, a line can (or cannot) be drawn, but if it can it takes the form of a
localizable connection; diagonals thus play the role of connectors between
points of different levels or moments, instituting in their turn frequencies
and resonances on the basis of these points of variable horizon or verticon,
contiguous or distant.®s These systems are arborescent, mnemonic, molar,
structural; they are systems of territorialization or reterritorialization. The
line and the diagonal remain totally subordinated to the point because they
serve as coordinates for a point or as localizable connections for two
points, running from one point to another.

Opposed to the punctual system are linear, or rather multilinear, sys-
tems. Free the line, free the diagonal: every musician or painter has this
intention. One elaborates a punctual system or a didactic representation,

“but with the aim of making it snap, of sending a tremor through it. A punc-

tual system is most interesting when there is a musician, painter, writer,
philosopher to oppose it, who even fabricates it in order to oppose it, like a
springboard to jump from. History is made only by those who oppose his-
tory (not by those who insert themselves into it, or even reshape it). This 1s
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not done for provocation but happens because the punctual system they
found ready-made, or themselves invented, must have allowed this opera-
tion: free the line and the diagonal, draw the 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 from it. History may try to break its ties
to 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 history 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 atmosphere within which alone life can germinate and with the
destruction of which it must vanish. . . . What deed would man be capable
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 soin
order to show how a great musician, in a very different manner in each case,
invents a kind of diagonal running between the harmonic vertical 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 really a
line of deterritorialization, there is a sound block that no longer 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 coofr-
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 a drunken boat
that melds with the line or draws a plane of consistency. Speeds and
slownesses inject 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
position to say: “I hate the faculty of memory, | hate memories.” And that is

¥
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because he or she affirms the power of becoming. The Viennese school is
exemplary of this kind of diagonal, this kind of line-block. But it can
equally be said that the Viennese school found a new system of territo-
rialization, of points, verticals, and horizontals that position it in History.
Another attempt, another creative act, came after it. The important thing
15 that all musicians have always proceeded in this way: drawing their own
diagonal, however fragile, outside points, outside coordinates and
localizable connections, in order to float a sound block down a created, lib-
erated line, in order to unleash in space this mobile and mutant sound
block, a haecceity (for example, chromaticism, aggregates, and complex
notes, but already the resources and possibilities of polyphony, etc.).*
Some have spoken of “oblique vectors” with respect to the 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 rhythmic block? Undoubtedly, the
point now assumes a new and essential creative function. It is no longer
simply a question of an inevitable destiny reconstituting a punctual sys-
tem; on the contrary, it is now the point that is subordinated to the line, the
point now marks the proliferation of the line, or its sudden deviation, its
acceleration, its slowdown, its furor or agony. Mozart's “microblocks.”
The block may even be reduced to a point, as though to a single note (point-
block): Berg's B in Wozzeck, Schumann’s A, Homage to Schumann, the
madness of Schumann: the cello wanders across the grid of the orchestra-
tion, drawing its diagonal, along which the deterritorialized sound block
moves, or an extremely sober kind of refrain is “treated” by a very elabo-
rate melodic line and polyphonic architecture.

In a multilinear system, everything happens at once: the line breaks free
of the point as origin; the diagonal breaks free of the vertical and the hori-
zontal as coordinates; and the transversal breaks free of the diagonal as a
localizable connection between two points. In short, a block-line passes
amid (au milieu des) sounds and propels itself by its own nonlocalizable
middle (milieu). The sound block is the intermezzo. It is a body without
organs, an antimemory pervading musical organization, and is all the
more sonorous: “The Schumannian body does not stay in place. . .. The
intermezzo [is] consubstantial with the entire Schumannian oeuvre. . . . At
the limit, there are only intermezzi. ... The Schumannian body knows
only bifurcations; it does not construct itself, it keeps diverging according
to an accumulation of interludes. . . . Schumannian beating is panic, but it
is also coded . . . and it is because the panic of the blows apparently keeps
within the limits of a docile language that it is ordinarily not perceived. . . .
Let us imagine for tonality two contradictory (and yet concomitant) sta-
tuses. On the one hand . . . a screen, a language intended to articulate the
body . . .according to a known organization. . . . On the other hand, contra-
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dictorily . . . tonality becomes the ready servant of the beats within another
el 1 1 domesticate.” o
13*3[:::5‘3 :E::mazrfe thing, strictly the same thing, apply to pai ntmg:? In ':.:T:;E
the point does not make the line; the h"."ﬂ SWeeps away_thr: dﬂﬂm??} f:-u .
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Is painting, in each of its acts of creation, engaged in a becoming as

as that of music?

1730: BECOMING-INTENSE, BECOMING-ANIMAL .. . [J 299

Becoming-Music. We have tried to define in the case of Western music
(although the other musical traditions confront an analogous problem,
under different conditions, to which they find different solutio ns) a block
of becoming at the level of expression, ora block of ex pression: this block 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 mobile
“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: a 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, a 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, Pelléeas et
Melisande —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 so much happinessas dying hap-
pily, being extinguished. Not as a function of a death instinct it allegedly
awakens in us, but of a dimension proper to its sound assembilage, to its
sound machine, the moment that must be confronted, the moment the
transversal turns into a line of abolition, Peace and exasperation.*® Music
has a thirst for destruction, every kind of destruction, extinction, breakage,
dislocation. Is that not its potential “fascism™ Whenever a musician
writes In Memoriam, it is not so much a question of an in spirational motif
or a 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 sidewalk,

“or chants “Fort-Da” (psychoanalysts deal with the Fort-Da very poorly

when they treat it as a phonological opposition ora symbolic component of
the language-unconscious, when it is in fact a refrain). Tra la la. 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 mqsic IS pa:n:adu:d by bird
songs, in a thousand different ways, from Janneguin to M?S?].B‘,ﬂn. Frr, Fn‘
Music is pervaded by childhood blocks, by blocks qf femininity. Musmlls
pervaded by every minority, and yet composes an immense POWer. Chil-
dren’s. women's, ethnic, and territorial refrains, Te frains of I{W.E and
destruction: the birth of rhythm. Schum ann'’s work 1s madf:_ ﬂ['rtt'ra!ns. of
childhood blocks, which he treats in a very special way: his own kind of
becoming-child, his own kind of becoming-woman, C_lara. It would be.p::_s-
sible to catalogue the transversal or diagonal utllxzatiuqs of the refrain in
the history of music, all of the children’s Games and K mdﬂ:szenen, all of
the bird songs. But such a catalogue would be l:ISF:.IE:SS because it would seem
like a multiplication of examples of themes, subjects, and motifs, when it s
in fact a question of the most essential and necessary content qf music. The
motif of the refrain may be anxiety, fear, jov, 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 c}t? music, or th_at
music begins with it. It is not really known when music begins. T_he rl-:t'ram
is rather a means of preventing music, warding it off, or i‘_:::rgumg it. But
music exists because the refrain exists also, because music takcﬂ_ up the
refrain, lays hold of it asa contentina form of exp ressim?, I::e-::ausel it fu@s
a block with it in order to take it somewhere else. The child .srreﬁ'ﬂm. wh:_ch
is not music, forms a block with the becoming-child aof music: once again,
this asymmetrical composition is necessary. “Ah, vous d]l’E!l-]ﬂ maman
(“Ah, mamma, now you shall know™) in Mozart, Mf}zans refrains. A
theme in C, followed by twelve variations; not only 1s eaa.::h note pf the
theme doubled, but the theme is doubled internally. Music submits th.e
refrain to this very special treatment of the d_iagnua] or lran?.versal, it
uproots the refrain from its territoriality. Music isa creative, active opera-
tion that consists in deterritorializing the refrain. Whereas 1hf§ refrain 15
essentially territorial, territorializing, or rt:terr_it-::nria]izing, music _makes it
a deterritorialized content for a deterritorializing form :::{ expression. qu—
don that sentence: what musicians do should be musical, it should be wnfa
ten in music. Instead, we will give a figurative example: Mussorgsky's
“Lullaby,” in Songs and Dances of Death, presentsan exhausted mother sit-
ting up with her sick child; she is relieved by a visitor, Death, \l-fhﬂ sings a
lullaby in which each couplet ends with an obsessive, sober re Fram_ ,arepet-
itive rhythm with only one note, a point-block: “Shush, hlttle_:::l'lllld,ls]eep
my little child” (not only does the child die, but the deterritorialization of
ihe 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 diw:r_se 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 face-
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, silhouettes, 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 systems 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 form or form a con-

tour, and whose colors no longer lay out a landscape (this is the pictorial

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 little foundation for a clear-cut distinc-
tion between animals and human beings. Conversely, we must say that
painting does not begin with so-called abstract art but recreates the silhou-
ettes and postures of corporeality, and is already fully in operation in the
face-landscape organization (the way in which painters “work” 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 believes, musician birds and nonmusician birds? Is the bird’s
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refrain necessarily territorial, or is it not already used for very subtle
deterritorializations, for selective lines of flight? The difference between
noise and sound is definitely not a basis for a definition of music, Of even
for the distinction between musician birds and nonmusician birds. Rather,
it is 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? Music is 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 1t
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 is in sight . . .

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 exp ression. Here we are consid-
ering expressions that hold their content within themselves, so we must
make 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 is 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 can indeed
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 Visage (Face) thus seems 10 be the
greatest of sound paradoxes.®' The only way to “line up” the two problems
of painting and musicistotakea criterion extrinsic to the fiction of the fine
arts, to compare the forces of deterritorialization in each case. Music seems
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 possible 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

1730: BECOMING-INTENSE, BECOMING-ANIMAL ... O 303

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,
ﬂbSL‘:n’Ed.” 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.

E}ﬂﬂbtles&, in each case we must simultaneously consider factors of
territoriality, deterritorialization, and reterritorialization. Animal and
child refrains seem to be territonial: therefore they are not “music.” But
when music lays 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
ﬂ_:nrrpula, 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 from 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 in 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-
nat&!y 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 voices 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-
quate. It is a question not of myth but of real becoming. The voice itself
must attain a becoming-woman or a becoming-child. That 15 the prodi-
gious content of music, Itisno longer a question, as Fernandez observes, of
imitating a woman or a child, evenifitisa child who is singing. The musi-
cal voice itself becomes-child at the same time as the child becomes-
sonorous, purely sonorous. No child 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 deterritoralized, 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-
lute, night, death, joy—certainly not a generality or a simplification, buta
haecceity, this death, that night. Music takes as its content a becoming-
animal; 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 all. If one does not follow the
accents, if one does not observe them, one falls back into a relatively
impoverished 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” agirl, 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 imitative, 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 itselfis in the process of becoming
something else, a pure line and pure color. Thus imitation self-destructs,
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since the imitator unknowingly enters into a be i ‘
with the qunﬂwing becoming of that which he ﬂ:[;hm;l;lﬁ]itgi;mgiug?t#
tates only if one fails, when one fails. The painter and musician cin Et!m]'-
tate the animal, they Ibecume-anima] at the same time as the n;nilr:;l;
;mﬂmﬂfs what 11_1&:; _wﬂled, at the deepest level of their concord with
ature.” Becoming is always double, that which one becomes becomes n
!ess th:_il:l ﬂ';e: one that becomes—block is formed, essentially mobile, nev .
:! t:, ;ﬂl.llilb rium. Mpndrian’s 15 the perfect square. It balances on one -;nrn::
Sidﬂ:rmduces a diagonal that half-opens its closure, carrying away both
Eec-::-mmg is never imitating. When Hitchcock does birds. he does not
r:tpmduce bird calls, he produces an electronic sound like a ﬁr;ld of intensi
ties or a wgw;-‘nt‘ vibrations, a continuous variation, like a terrible threa;
welling up ll'EEIliE us.?® And this applies not only to the “arts™: Moby-Dick’
effect also hinges the pure lived experience of double be:mﬁﬂng and lh:
book would nnt_have the same beauty otherwise. The tarantella is :-a strange
dgnc-: that magically cures or exorcises the supposed victims of a tarantuia
I;utn But \:vhen the victim does this dance, can he or she be said to be imitat-
ing the sp:de:’, to be identifying with it, even in an identification through an
an:hefypal urh“a_gunistic" struggle? No, because the victim, the patient
th»‘_.: person w_hn 15 sick, becomes a dancing spider only to the extent that tl:m1
spider itself is supposed to become a pure silhouette, pure color and pure
sound to which tpc person dances.?” One does not imitate; one constitutes
a block nt"_ bEFOl’l’l]ﬂﬂ.. Imitation enters in only as an adjustment of the block
like a finishing touch, a wink, a signature. But everything of impurtanm;
happans_e!sewhere: in the becoming-spider of the dance, which occurs on
thq? cc!ndltu:-n that the spider itself becomes sound and color, orchestra and
Ea_Lmt:ng. Take the case of the local folk hero, Alexis the Tl:ﬂllf:r who ran
hlfe a horse at extraordinary speed, whipped himself with a 5hc;rt switch
whinnied, reared, kicked, knelt, lay down on the ground in the manner of é
,h{".'“’ competed against them in races, and against bicycles and trains. He
!.T]ll.'l:ﬁ'l:_E-‘-ﬂ. 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 a horse
as whm:l he played the harmonica: precisely because he no longer needed a
Ecgulatmg or secondary imitation. It is said that he called his harmonica his
chops-destroyer™ and played the instrument twice 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 trot

went into double time. As always, the same must be said of the animals
thEmser]vcs. For not only do animals have colors and sounds, but they do
not wait for the painter or musician to use those colors an-::l’ sounds in a
painting or music, in other words, to enter into determinate becomings-
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color and becomings-sounds by means of components of deterrito-
rialization (we will return to this point later). Ethology is advanced enough
to have entered this realm.

We are not at all arguing for an aesthetics of qualities, as if the pure
quality (color, sound, etc.) held the secret of a becoming without measure,
as in Philebus. Pure qualities still seem to us to be punctual systems: They
are reminiscences, they are either transcendent or floating memories or
seeds of phantasy. A functionalist conception, on the other hand, only
considers the function a quality fulfills in a specific assemblage, or in
passing from one assemblage to another. The quality must be considered
from the standpoint of the becoming that grasps it, instead of becoming
being considered from the standpoint of intrinsic qualities having the
value of archetypes or phylogenetic memories. For example, whiteness,
color, is gripped in a becoming-animal that can be that of the painter or of
Captain Ahab, and at the same time in a becoming-color, a becoming-
whiteness, 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 refrains 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 1s why an animal-block is something other
than a phvlogenetic memory, and a childhood block something other
than a childhood memory. In Kafka, a quality never functions for itself or
as a memory, but rather rectifies an assemblage in which it is deterritori-
alized, and, conversely, for which it provides a line of deterritori-
alization; for example, the childhood steeple passes into the castle tower,
takes it at the level of its zone of indiscernibility (“battlements that were
irregular, broken, fumbling”), and launches down a line of flight (as if one
of the tenants “had burst through the roof™).?? If things are more compli-
cated and less sober for Proust, it is because for him qualities retain an air
of reminiscence or phantasy, and yet with Proust as well these are func-
tional blocks acting not as memories or phantasies but as a becoming-
child, a becoming-woman, as components of deterritorialization passing
from one assemblage to 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
double, because it implies the coexistence of a major variable and a minor
variable in simultaneous becoming (the two terms of a becoming do not
exchange 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). Theorem 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 i1s the least deterritorialized element that
always triggers the deterritorialization of the most deterritorializing ele-
ment, which then reacts back upon it 1n 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,
-amimal as the contents proper to music, as refrains). Theorem Eight: one
assemblage does not have the same forces or even speeds of deterrito-
rialization as another: in each instance, the indices and coefficients must
be calculated according to the block of becoming under consideration, and
in relation to the mutations of an abstract machine (for example, there isa
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 particularly critical of Verdi and Wagner for having
resexualized the voice, for having restored the binary machine in response
to the requirements of capitalism, which 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 occurs. 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
deterntonalization, beyond which it is the instrument that machines the
voice, and the voice and instrument are carried on the same plane in a rela-
tion that is sometimes one of confrontation, sometimes one of compensa-
tion, sometimes one of exchange and complementarity. The lied, in
particular Schumann’s lieder, 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 gains in tessitura
or extension (the production of the Verdi-baritone, of the Verdi-soprano).
At any rate, 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 level of
the voice, this molar and punctual distribution, serves as a fi oundation 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 only 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 aguaticism,
or its “atomization” of the motif, “a subdivision into infinitely small
units.” 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.'™ 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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bjecaum: it effects a dissolution of form that connects the most diverse lon-
gitudes and latitudes, the most varied speeds and slownesses, which guar-
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 speed,
I:-u!'. 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
d-:af:n with insects and stars constituting a becoming-music of the world, or
a diagonal for a cosmos. Messiaen presents multiple chromatic duratit;ns
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 cosmic, elementary power that . . . derives above all from the labor
of rhythm."”!*2 The same thing that leads a musician to discover the birds
also leads him to discover the elementary and the cosmic. Both combine to
form a block, a universe fiber, a diagonal or complex space. Music dis-
patches molecular flows. Of course, as Messiaen says, music is not the priv-
ilege u:':-t' human beings: the universe, the cosmos, is made of refrains; the
question i n music is that of a power of deterritorialization permeating
nature, al:umals. the elements, and deserts as much as human beings. The
question 1s 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 are 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 its
power, and the power of music, to the machines of human beings, the roar
of factories and bombers. And it is necessary to reach that point, it is neces-

sary fi or the nonmusical sound of the human being to form a block with the

ﬁecnmmg-music of sound, for them to confront and embrace each other
h!::e two wrestlers 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!™103
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