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but harmless activity. Dramatic poetry, however, is dangerous because it pro-
duces a spectacle able to suspend disbelief. The spectators of dramatic poetry
are inducted mto the world of the performance where an actor playing the
role of a statesman or a philosopher “is’ this role. For Plato this dissimulation
of its status as a copy renders dramatic poetry dangerous to the proper order
of the State because it trains in the souls of its citizens a disregard for the dis-
tinction between the true and false copy. This distinction in Plato between a
harmless copy and the malevolent copy, that itself becomes a model, is the
key to Deleuze’s project of a ‘reversal of Platonism’.

According to Deleuze the pertinent distinction for the reversal of
Platonism is not model-copy but copy-simulacra. The simulacra are those
false copies that place ‘in question the very notations of copy and model’ and
the ‘motivation’ of Plato’s philosophy is transcribed by Deleuze as the repres-
sion of the simulacra in favour of the copies (D 1990: 256—7). Simulacra are
images without resemblance to the Idea. As such they undermine the dualism
between Idea and image in Platonic thought, which regulates and grades
terms according to a presupposed relation of resemblance to the Ideas. It is
because the simulacra are not modelled on the Idea that their pretension,
their merely external resemblance to the Idea, is without foundation. But it
is also because of this merely external resemblance that the simulacra suggest
a conception of the world in which identity follows ‘deep disparity’, and
contest the conception of the world in which difference is regulated accord-
ing to a prior similitude (D 1990: 261). Thus, Deleuze’s ‘reversal of
Platonism’ asserts the rights of the simulacra over the copy. He argues for a
pop art able to ‘be pushed to the point where it changes its nature’ as a copy
of a copy (Platonism) to be ‘reversed into the simulacrum’ (anti-Platonism)
(D 1990: 265). In this way, the essence-appearance or model-copy distinc-
tions used by modern philosophers to tackle Plato are shown by Deleuze’s
genealogy of Plato to be ineffective in reversing Platonism.

Connectives
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Nietzsche
Thought

POLITICS + ECOLOGY

Rosi Braidotti

Adapting Baruch Spinoza’s monism to an ecosophy of transcendental
empiricism, Deleuze constructs the concept of ‘immanence’: incorporating
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strains of vitalism and yet still bypassing essentialism. Choosing to move
beyond the dualism of human/non-human, Deleuze’s ecosophy rejects
liberal individualism as much as it does the holism of ‘deep ecology’.
Primarily, the ecosophy of Deleuze aspires to express the rhizomatic struc-
ture of subjectivity. The subject’s mind is ‘part of nature’ — embedded and
embodied — that is to say immanent and dynamic. As the structure of the
Deleuzian subject is interactive, it is inherently ethical. In this manner,
when Deleuze imbues ethical agency with an anti-essentialist vision of
‘commitment’ he accordingly displaces the anthropocentric bias of com-
munitarianism.

The ecosophical ethics of Deleuze incorporates the physics and biology
of bodies that together produce ethological forces. Instead of the essential-
ist question — ‘What is a body?” — Deleuze prefers to inflect his questions
slightly differently. He asks: ‘What can a body can do?’ and ‘How much can
a body can take?’. We are therefore invited to think about the problem of
ecosophy in terms of affectivity: How is affectivity enhanced or impover-
ished? In this way, ethical virtue, empowerment, joy and understanding are
implied. However, an act of understanding does not merely entail the
mental acquisition of certain ideas, but it also coincides with bodily
processes. It is thus an activity that actualises what is good for the subject,
for example potentia. Mind and body act in unison and are synchronised
by what Spinoza calls conatus, that is to say the desire to become and to
increase the intensity of one’s becoming.

The selection of composite positive passions, that constitute processes
of becoming, works as a matter of affective and corporeal affinity. An ethical
relation is conducive to joyful and empowering encounters that express
one’s potentia and increase the subject’s capacity to enter into further rela-
tions. This expansion is bound both spatially (environmental) and tempor-
ally (endurance). By entering into ethical relations, nomadic becomings
engender possible futures in that, as they produce connections, they in
turn produce the affective possibility of the world as a whole.

Vitalist ecosophy also functions to critique advanced capitalism; more
specificaily capitalist consumerism and the over-indulgent consumption of
resources. As a temporal sequence, capitalism engenders the schizophrenic
simultaneity of opposite effects and therefore it short-circuits the present.
Thus, it immobilises as it saturates the social space with commodities. The
temporal disjunction induced by the speedy turnover of available com-
modities i1s not different from the jet-lag one suffers after flying from
London to Sydney. Capitalism induces a perverse logic of desire based on
the deferral of pleasure fulfilment, deferring the gratification onto the
‘next generation’ of technological commodities and gadgets: the piecemeal
instalments of popular culture in the form of ‘info-tainment’ that become
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obsolete at the speed of light. These legal addictions titillate without
release, inducing dependency without any sense of responsibility. This
mixture of dependency and dissatisfaction constitutes power as a nucleus
of negative passions, such as resentment, frustration, envy and bitterness.

Deleuze’s ecosophy of radical immanence and intensive subjects res-
ponds to the unsustainable logic and internal contradictions of advanced
capitalism. This Deleuzian body is in fact an ecological unit. Through a
structure of mutual flows and data-transfer, one that probably is best under-
stood in reference to viral contamination or intensive interconnection, this
body is environmentally interdependent. This environmentally-bound
intensive subject is a collective entity; it is an embodied, affective and intel-
ligent entity that captures, processes and transforms energies and forces.
Being environmentally-bound and territorially-based it is immersed in
fields that constantly flow and transform.

All in all, Deleuze expands the notion of universalism to be more inclu-
sive. He does this in two ways. First, by affirming biocentred and trans-
species egalitarianism as an ethical principle, he opens up the possibility of
conceptualising a post-humanity. Second, a new sense of global intercon-
nection is established as the ethics for non-unitary subjects, emphasising a
commitment to others (including the non-human, non-organic and ‘earth’
others). By removing the obstacle of self-centred individualism, the polit-
ics of Deleuzian ecosophy implies a new way of combining interests with
an enlarged sense of community. Deleuze insists that it is the task of
philosophy to create forms of ethical and political activities that respond to
the complex and multilayered nature of ‘belonging’. In other words,
philosophy in the hands of Deleuze becomes a nomadic ecosophy of mul-
tiple beings.

POSTCOLONIAL THEORY

Verena Conley

Postcolonial theory is derived from terms such as ‘minoritarian’,
‘nomadism’, ‘becoming’ and their variants. A worldwide becoming-
minoritarian bears a potential {puissance or virtuality) that can affect bodies
and words. The context is one of sexual politics, of undermining the power
(pouvoir or given force) of the white male who has order-words at his dis-
posal. Minorities have nothing to do with numbers but with internal rela-
tions. Of importance are the connections between bodies and words,
especially conjunctive forms (such as ‘and’ and ‘plus’) that augment value
to the terms between which they are found. Every major language is riddled
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with minor languages that transform order-words and deterritorialise or
disperse their mortifying effects. The more a language has the characteris-
tics of a major language, the more, too, it is affected by continuous variations
that transform it into a ‘minor’ language. Instead of criticising the world-
wide imperialism of English in our time by denouncing the corruption it
introduces into other languages, one can say that the idiom is necessarily
worked upon by all the minorities of the world that impose diverse proced-
ures of variation: in the hands of minoritarians English becomes-pidgin,
a form that mocks its laws and strictures and reterritorialises it for new ends.
It is clear that two languages never exist adjacent to each other, and that as
a result two idioms are really only two treatments of the same language.

Rather than operating between something seen and something said, lan-
guage goes from saying to saying, utterance to utterance, and from aphor-
ism to aphorism. Postcolonial theory does not deal with the ‘look’ of
phenomenology but with the transmission of language. It deals especially
with the order-word, or password, that it replaces with passages. When, in
a passage to the limit, language loses its fixed meaning, bodies enter into a
process of metamorphosis. They lose their identities and become common
and totalised, the idioms of everybody (tour le monde).

The becoming-minoritarian of bodies and language is linked to creativ-
ity. Literature is a privileged field for a becoming-minoritarian. A minor
literature works the major language from the inside. In a postcolonial
context, minor literature deals with the undoing of the major language, not
by reterritorialising by mere usage of a dialect but by transforming
imposed or inherited order-words that give it meaning and direction.

The process of becoming-minoritarian can be accelerated by what
Deleuze calls the ‘war machine’. That is, the axiomatic of the white, mono-
lingual, English-speaking male and the worldwide institution of capitalism
needs to be challenged. It is only by leaving, and by never ceasing to leave,
the plan(e) of capital that masses from the Third World and the ex-colonies
shift the forces in the dominant equilibrium. If minorities do not consti-
tute viable States in a cultural, political, or economic sense, it is because the
State-form, the axiomatic rule of capital and their corresponding culture
may not be appropriate for them. Capitalism maintains and organises non-
viable States for the precise purpose of crushing minorities. Devolving
upon minorities is the task of countering the worldwide war machine by
means other than those its juggernaught imposes upon them.

To becoming-minoritarian is tantamount to undoing closures and trans-
forming striated spaces into smooth and unimpeded spaces where words
and bodies move at top speed in an ongoing process of deterritorialisation.
Becoming-minoritarian is linked to physical and mental nomadism. For
nomads, contrary to migrants who go from one point to another, every
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point they reach is a relay. Nomads and migrants can mix, yet their
conditions are not the same. The nomads’ trajectory distributes people.
Sedentary or dominant space is striated with walls and roads. Nomadic
space is marked only by ‘traits’ that are effaced and displaced by the move-
ment of trajectories. The nomad does not want to leave the smooth space
left by the receding forest where the desert advances. Nomadism is
invented as a response to this challenge. Nomads have absolute movement,
that is, speed which is intensive. The migrants’ movements are extensive.
Vortical or swirling movement is an essential feature of the war machine of
the nomad. Contrary to the migrants who reterritorialise themselves,
nomads find themselves in ongoing deterritorialisation.

In an era of global capitalism order-words are the same everywhere.
Minoritarian masses are at the same time engaged in a worldwide process
of becoming and in a creative transformation of the order-words imposed
in the name of democratic capitalism. Postcolonial theory, argues Deleuze,
is built from these processes. Its practice assumes different forms and
shapes according to the nature of geography, history and the inherited con-
ditions of conflict.

Connectives

Creative transformation
Deterritorialisation/Reterritorialisation
Minoritarian

POST-STRUCTURALISM + POLITICS

Alberto Toscano

The post-structuralist, or even anti-structuralist, character of Deleuze and
Guattari can be said to rest on four elements: a theory of subjectivation,
a critique of the notion of ideology, the ontology of control and an analy-
sis of capitalism. Deleuze’s post-structuralism is best gauged, not only by
his attack on structuralism in the 1970s, but by considering his earlier
appropriation of structuralist themes, especially his formulation of the
fundamental criteria for structuralism in ‘How do we Recognize
Structaralism?’ (1967, see Stivale 1998). This essay stands out for its atten-
tion to how structuralism articulates the empty place at the heart of the
symbolic, the accidents of structure (or spatio-temporal dynamisms) and
an instance of subjectivity. For Deleuze, it indicates perhaps the key issue
of the political, understood as the problem of novelty (or becoming).
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By portraying the structuralist subject (or hero) as comprising
impersonal individuations and pre-individual singularities, affected by
events immanent to the structure, Deleuze, in 1967, formulated one of the
few, if not the only, consistent definition of post-structuralism. By empha-
sising the importance of praxis in the mutation of structures, Deleuze lays
the ground for a conception of politics that leaves structuralism behind.
Treating the unconscious, with Guattari, as a factory driven by flows of
desire, rather than as a theatre of representation, Deleuze breaks with the
whole thematic of ideology (and its critique) that defined the Freudo-
Marxism of the 1960s (and thus continued his earlier empiricist concern
with institutions and jurisprudence). The emphasis on a sub-representa-
tional, libidinal dimension to social and psychic (re)production heralded a
move from a focus on structures to what might be called a constructivist or
ethological approach, aimed at discerning the modalities of synthesis at
work in the collective production of subjectivity. Accompanying this shift
was one from an earlier concern with problems of organisation and genesis
(see the discussion of the idea of revolution in Difference and Repetition) to
a focus on forms of individuation (haecceities) populating a plane of imma-
nence that cannot be captured by any structure of places and differences.
By shifting the focus of an analysis of capitalism from value and labour to
codification and desire, whilst retaining many elements of the Marxian
problematic, Deleuze and Guattari evade a dialectical correlation of polit-
ical subjectivity and systemic change. Instead they prefer an inventory of
the types of operations (or syntheses) whereby desiring subjectivity is pro-
duced and an outline of how capitalism and its States are able to axioma-
tise and capture subjectivity, in order to bend it to the imperatives of
surplus value.

Now it is the material effects of the axiomatic (or of capitalist subjectiv-
ity) on subjects, and not their placement in a structure through ideological
interpellation that are at stake. It is not only from the side of command that
Deleuze and the systemic correlation (whether structural or dialectical)
between power or domination and subjectivation are undermined. In their
formulations of the concepts of ‘minority’ and of the ‘war machine’,
Deleuze and Guattari also delineate the constructive autonomy or exter-
nality of certain forms of subjectivation to the mechanisms of control and
exploitation. Rather than identifying the subject with an instance that
accompanies the structure and appropriates it heroically, the minoritarian
subject (or the subject of the war machine) is defined by a line of flight,
which signals both its capacity for independent ontological creativity and
the manner in which it affects the society that perpetually seeks to capture
or identify it. This attack on symbolic and dialectical understandings of
politics is both a matter of principle and of conjuncture.
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On the one hand, Deleuze and Guattari’s philosophy is determined by
an anti-dialectical impetus: to think the independence of becoming, and
the possibility of an ethics outside any framework of legitimation or regu-
lation. Consider their separation of becoming and history, such that
becoming-revolutionary is a trans-temporal event that can detach itself
from the fate of an actual revolution. In conjunctural terms, Deleuze’s def-
inition of the society of control, following William S. Burroughs and
Michel Foucault, argues that we are no longer in a situation where, even at
the formal level, we could speak of a correlation or transitivity between the
system and its individual subjects. As mechanisms of discipline come to be
superseded by technologies of control, politics is more and more a matter
of ‘dividuality’, such that the impersonal and the pre-individual become
the very material of control, but also of minoritarian subjectivation and the
construction of effective alternatives. Whence Deleuze’s preference for
notions of combat or guerrilla warfare over those of antagonism or (class)
struggle: for Deleuze, the combat between and within individuals, as
becoming, is the precondition of the combat against or resistance. This is
what differentiates combat from war, which takes the confrontation of
subjects as primary.

POWER

Claire Colebrook

Although the concept of power in French philosophy is usually associated
with Michel Foucault, and although Deleuze and Guattari in A Thousand
Plateaus are explicitly critical of Foucault’s use of the word ‘power’ (rather
than their own ‘desire’ which they see as creating relations through which
power might operate), it makes a great deal of sense to locate Deleuze within
a tradition of the philosophy of power. This is not power in the political
sense — a power exercised by one body over another body — but is closer to
the positive idea of power to. Deleuze’s antecedents in this tradition are
Baruch Spinoza and Friedrich Nietzsche. For Spinoza a being is defined by
its power, its striving or its potential to maintain itself. Rather than seeing
human life as having a proper form which it then ought to realise, so that
potential would be properly oriented towards actualisation, Spinoza regards
potentiality as creative and expressive; if a// life is the striving to express
substance in all its different potentials then the fulfilment or joy of human
life is the expansion of power. Joy, as the realisation of power, is therefore
different from the moral opposition of good and evil, an opposition that
impedes power by constraining it within some already given norm.
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Nietzsche, whose ‘Will to Power’ for Deleuze is also an affirmation of
life (and not the assertion or imposition of power), extended Spinoza’s
expressive philosophy. Instead of there being bodies or entities that have
a certain power or potential, Nietzsche begins with powers or forces, from
which beings are effected. A master does not have power because he is
a master; rather, it is the exercise of a certain power which produces
masters and slaves. Deleuze’s reading of Nietzsche is concerned primarily
with Nietzsche as a philosopher of power and forces, where force has a
strict metaphysical function. There are powers (or quanta of force) that in
their encounter or connection with other powers produce relations, but
nothing in the power itself determines how it will be actualised, and any
power has the potential to be actualised differently.

Deleuze’s repeated insistence that relations are external to terms has
a twofold significance. First, in line with a philosophy of power, Deleuze
does not begin from beings that then enter into relations; rather, there are
powers to be, powers that are actualised only in their relation to other
powers. So what a power 7s is secondary to its potential; the virtual precedes
the actual. Second, if powers are, in this world, actualised in a certain way,
through the particular relations that have been effected, it is also possible
for different relations to produce different worlds; powers might be actu-
alised through other relations.

For Deleuze, power is positive; there arenot beings who then have the
power to act, or who then suffer from power (where power would be the
corruption of, or fall from, some passive state). Rather, a being is its power
or what it can do. For Deleuze, then, power poses a problem: How is it that
beings can be separated from their power? Why does power appear to be
something from which we suffer; why does power seem to be repressive?
For Deleuze, this is because we rest too easily with the effects of power —
its manifestations, what we already are — without intuiting power’s force —
how points of power emerge, what we might be, and what we can do. More
importantly, and following Nietzsche, Deleuze makes an ethical distinction
between active and reactive powers. An active power maximises its poten-
tial, pushes itself to its limit and afhrms the life of which it is but one
expression. A reactive powet, by contrast, turns back upon itself. The usual
concept of political power is reactive. We imagine — from the image of indi-
viduals who exist together in a possible community — that we then need to
form some form of political relation or system (so power in this sense is
power between or among beings). But there can only be a polity or indi-
vidual beings if there has already been an active power that has created such
a community or assemblage of persons; once we realise this then we might
think of politics as the recreation or reactivation of power, not as the redis-
tribution or management of power.
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Connectives

Active/Reactive
Force

PROUST, MARCEL (1871-1922) - refer to the entries on ‘art’, ‘faciality’,
‘multiplicity’, ‘semiotics’ and ‘thought’.

PSYCHOANALYSIS - FAMILY, FREUD,
AND UNCONSCIOUS

Alison Ross

Family

The ‘family’ has a pivotal conceptual role within psychoanalytic theory; its
primacy in psychoanalysis is neither limited to the bourgeois nuclear
family nor the therapeutic practice of analysis that deals with it. Rather,
through the organising role given by Sigmund Freud to the Oedipus
complex, the ‘family’ acts as an explanatory model for the organisation of
desire in the individual — as seen in his therapeutic practice - but extends
as well to the historical forces involved in the shaping of instinct described
in his meta-psychological writings on civilisation.

The Oedipus complex introduces the sense of an external prohibition
under which infantile libido is definitively shaped. The significance of this
complex is that unlike the other forces shaping the libido, which Freud
describes as standing in a relation of psychical opposition to unrestrained
expenditure and which appear to be internally generated, the Oedipus
complex takes the form of an external prohibition and presupposes the tri-
angular relation between the child and its parents. The universality of this
complex is used by Freud to explain the agency against incest that sets up
the necessary division for civilisation between wishes and the law, Its uni-
versality is also indicative of the primacy of the family unit as an explana-
tory category in psychoanalysis.

The libidinal relations within the family have a crucial role to play as the
prototype for adult relations, in which an external prohibition organises
attempts at instinctual satisfaction. It is important to remember, however,
that these libidinal ties are not dependent upon an actual nuclear family
and thus an Oedipus complex can be formed with a paternal figure or
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structure of authority, or, in the work of Jacques Lacan, an institutional
force such as language, rather than an actual father. Here, as in Freud’s
writings on phylogenesis, the important theme in the negotiation of libid-
inous relations within the family is the credence of the threat of the prohib-
ition placed on incestuous relations. The writings on the topic of
phylogenesis examine a similar theme in the prohibitive force of the
‘primal father’ over the ‘primal horde’.

In Deleuze’s writing on psychoanalysis, he attacks the use of the
model of the Oedipal family because he sees it as justifying a particular
conception of desire. In the Anti~-Oedipus, for instance, he and Guattari
complain not only about the unhistorical projection of the familial struc-
ture across cultures and history, so that some psychoanalysts locate the
figure of the ‘primal father’ in Neo- and Paleolithic times, but also, that
the psychoanalytic use of a familial structure contains desire to sexual
relations within the family. These relations do not simply constitute
desire in relation to the shaping force of an external prohibition but also
mark out intellectual, political and cultural formations as substitutes that
compensate for the prohibition placed on desire by the incest taboo.
Against the ‘daddy-mummy-me’ formation of desire described in
Freud’s case study of little Hans, or the explanation of Leonardo da
Vinci’s curiosity in terms of his infantile memories, they propose a
defamilialisation of desire and consecrate those writers, such as D. H.
Lawrence, who write against the trap of familialism. In particular,
Deleuze and Guattari are critical of the interpretative licence given to
psychoanalysis by its postulate of the familial organisation of desire:
through this postulate, psychoanalysis neither explains desire nor
renders cultural formations legible but, on their view, justifies the mis-
interpretation of desire as a libidinal force captured within and shaped
by familial dynamics.

This critique of the psychoanalytic account of the family derives its
force from Deleuze and Guattari’s analysis of the reterritorialising func-
tion of capitalism in the two volumes of Capitalism and Schizophrenia.
Capital operates according to a logic of deterritorialisation in which the
flows of capital are no longer extracted from agricultural labour, but, rather
than being tied to the produce of the land, are transnational or global.
Although capital tends toward a deterritorialisation of geographical, famil-
ial and social ties, it defers this limit by reiterating artificial territorialities.
In this context psychoanalysis, but particularly its use of the family as an
explanatory unit for desire, is criticised as one of the paradigmatic move-
ments by which the family is reiterated and the logic of deterritorialising
flows is captured by a function of reterritorialisation.
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Freud, Sigmund (1856-1939)

Sigmund Freud wrote conventional medical case histories; studies in the
particular categories of psychoanalytic research: the unconscious, narcis-
sism, dreams and infantile sexuality; as well as analyses of cultural institu-
tions and practices such as art and religion. His postulate of a repressed
infantile sexuality at the core of the pathologies of civilised life led to his
isolation from the medical establishment. This postulate, which formed
the basis for the interpretative posture taken by psychoanalysis toward cul-
tural and therapeutic material, also underpinned its counter-cultural
status. Freud’s approach to art and religion was, for instance, a radically
demystifying one, which held that religious belief was an infantile desire
for an irreproachable father figure and that the products of high culture
were financed by, and legible as, displaced libidinal drives. Deleuze,
however, is sceptical of the radical status claimed by Freudian psycho-
analysis. His criticisms of Freud relate to the way he insists on the Oedipal
ordering of desire, even despite the questions raised against it by clinical
evidence and the researches of other psychoanalysts.

Nonetheless, important points of departure for some of Deleuze’s ideas
can be found in Freud’s thought. In the two volumes of Capitalism and
Schizophrenia, Deleuze and Guattari try to marry Freud’s conception of
libidinal flows with Karl Marx’s conception of capital. This project, which
refuses the dualism between psychic and material reality, involves a recu-
peration of some of the elements in Freudian thought. Hence they reject
the way desire’s productivity is confined to a psychical reality, but in so
doing they develop and radicalise the Freudian insight that wrests desire
from pre-ordained functions such as reproduction.

Aside from rejecting the impotent, psychical confinement of desire, the
constant complaint of the authors in this study against Freud concerns his
willingness to accept Fugene Bleuler’s negative account of schizophrenics
as autistic figures who are cut off from reality. Even here, however, Freud
also provides an important point of departure for their defence of schizo-
phrenia. They argue against confusing, as Freud does, the ‘clinical’ schizo-
phrenic who is rendered ill and autistic with the connective practice of
desire, which fuses conventionally segregated states and produces assem-
blages that they believe are modelled in schizophrenia. In this project, they
follow the practice in some of Freud’s writing in which literary and cul-
tural productions become the diagnostic source able to correct and develop
‘clinical’ terms. Hence, the evidence of the schizo pole of desire is found
in Antonin Artaud and Henry Miller, rather than the clinical context that
pathologises and renders impotent connective desires.
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This strategy, which formed the basis for Deleuze’s unfinished ‘critique
and clinical’ project, calls into question some of the central diagnostic cat-
egories of Ireudian psychoanalysis. Freud’s conception of ‘sado-
masochism’ as a couplet, for instance, is refuted by Deleuze’s examination
of the writing of Leopold von Sacher-Masoch in which he shows sadism
and masochism to be completely distinct, rather than inverse and comple-
mentary disorders.

Finally, Deleuze’s critical relation to Freud can be summarised in terms
of the Freudian drive to teleology. In his meta-psychology and therapeutic
practice, what was of interest to Freud was an account of the ‘origins’
underpinning current circumstances. For the psychoanalyst ‘origins’ play
a role in two distinct senses: as an explanatory model that the analyst,
blocked from direct access, had to fathom — in this sense finding the origin
for the symptoms of neurosis also has a curative function. But Freud’s
mode of access to these origins, the interpretative frame he used to locate
the events that had become pathogens in an individuals’ life, ought not to
obscure the fact that the interpretative force he gave to these originating
events came to be used as a predictor for development and a theory, there-
fore, of the different courses it was possible for psychic life to follow. It is
this teleological orientation and its installation of a dualism between
‘nature’ and ‘civilisation’ that Deleuze rejects and that underpins his crit-
ical reworking of key Freudian ideas.

Unconscious

The ‘unconscious’ in psychoanalytic terminology refers to the accretion of
instinctual drives that are repressed by the individual in the process of
adaptation to social demands. Nonetheless, these drives remain active
forces on the psyche and behaviour of individuals. Dreams, parapraxis and
somatic displacements of instincts in cases of hysteria provide Freud
with the proof of the unconscious not as a sealed off locality, but as
processes and laws belonging to a system. In Freud’s first topography of
the psychical apparatus (unconscious, pre-conscious, conscious), the
unconscious designates those contents banished by repression from the
pre-conscious—conscious system. In his second, dynamic conception of
the psyche (id, ego, superego) the unconscious is replaced by the id or
instinctual pole of the psyche. Here instincts have the status of agencies in
the psychical apparatus. In both cases, the dynamic role of the unconscious
or instincts takes psychoanalysis away from a descriptive, phenomeno-
logical approach to the ‘facts’ of psychic life, and designates the active role
of the analyst in the interpretation of the work of systematisation
performed by the unconscious.
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In Deleuze’s thought, he uses aspects of this psychoanalytic account of the
unconscious to argue against both the conception of desire as configured in
psychoanalysis in relation to a transcendent principle of ‘lack’, and the inter-
pretative relation to psychic life that this relation licenses. In Anti-Oedipus
the ‘desiring machine’ is modelled on a conception of the unconscious,
which is without the regulating function of a limit that contains it to an indi-
vidual subject. The processes ascribed by Freud to the unconscious — that it
operates without conceding to the demands of social acceptability — dovetail
with the features that Deleuze and Guattari ascribe to the desiring
machines — these machines form, for instance, conjunctive syntheses that
operate according to an expansive sense of possibility. However, instead of an
impotent manifestation of unrealisable wishes, interpretable by psycho-
analysis in the form of their distorted manifestation in conscious life, the
desiring machines are defined in terms of their capacity to forge links to an
outside and therefore in terms of their capacity to surpass the regulating
force of a higher principle (such as the superego) or natural Limit.
Reinterpreted in these terms, the unconscious is not an interior locale only
able to be interpreted in its impotent and distorted formations, but is the
logic according to which anarchic connections are assembled or made.

Although desiring machines give a positive account of the psychoanalytic
category of the unconscious, the term ‘unconscious’ is not directly trans-
posable to that of the ‘desiring machine’, or the term ‘assemblage’ used in
A Thousand Plateaus. This is because the unconscious designates what gets
left over in the process of the construction or shift from one machine/assem-
blage to another. In such uses, however, the unconscious is not reconcilable
to the Freudian conception of a register of submerged affects, but refers to
prior, fractal, material components of desiring machines/assemblages.

Connectives

Desire
Lacan
Partial Objects
Schizoanalysis
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REACTIVE — refer to the entry on ‘active/reactive’.
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REAL

Fames Williams

Deleuze subverts the concept ‘real’ through his distinction drawn between
the ‘actual’ and the ‘virtual’. For him, the actual is more like what we would
ordinarily understand as the real, that is, a realm of things that exist inde-
pendently of our ways of thinking about them and perceiving them.
Whereas the virtual is the realm of transcendental conditions for the actual,
that is, things that we have to presuppose for there to be actual things at all.

More seriously, with respect to any discussion of his work in terms of
realism, Deleuze denies any priority accorded to human subjects, to their
minds, ideas, perceptual apparatuses or linguistic capacities. If we trad-
itionally frame the opposition between real and unreal through the dis-
tinction drawn between a thing that is dependent on us (the chair [ dream
of, or imagine) and an independent existent (the real chair), then we shall
have started with a conceptual framework that does not fit Deleuze’s phil-
osophy well at all.

Rather, Deleuze provides us with critical angles against traditional
realism and a new metaphysical framework for developing a concept of the
real. According to this concept the real is the virtual and the actual. It is
hence better to think of real things in terms more of complete things rather
than independent ones. Note that this commits Deleuze to degrees of
reality and unreality or illusion. We should not say real or unreal, but more
or less real, meaning a more or less complete expression of the thing.

It is questionable whether we can say that a thing is completely real, in
Deleuze’s work, other than the metaphysical statement that the real is all
of the actual and of the virtual. Whenever we give an expression of a thing
it will be under an individual form of expression that allows for further
completion. More importantly, that completion will involve a synthetic
alteration of the components of any earlier reality, to the point where no
component can be claimed to be finally real or complete.

For example, for Deleuze, a mountain exists as real with all the ways it has
been painted, sensed, written about and walked over. It also exists with all the
virtual conditions for them, such as ideas and different intensities of sensa-
tions. The real mountain changes completely when it is painted and sensed
anew: when its name changes, when it is mined, or moved through differently.

This means that traditional forms of realism are completely at odds with
Deleuze’s philosophy, since the notion that the real stands in opposition to
something unreal or imaginary already sets the real as something incom-
plete. So to speak of the real chair as if it could be identified independently
of our ideas about it is a mistake concerning the significance of things.
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Reality goes hand in hand with ideal and emotional effects, rather than
being free of them.

Does this mean that Deleuze is an idealist, denying the existence of an
independent external reality and bringing all things into the mind?
Deleuze’s philosophy is beyond the idealist and realist distinction. There
are actual things and we should pay attention to them. Without them it
does not make sense to speak of virtual ideas or intensities. But, recipro-
cally, it makes no sense to speak of real or actual things as if they could be
abstracted from the ideal and emotional fields that make them live for us.

Connectives

Actuality
Virtual/ Virtuality

REICH, WILHELM (1897-1957) —refer to the entry on ‘schizoanalysis’.

REPETITION

Adrian Parr

The concept of ‘repetition’, as it appears in the Deleuzian corpus, encom-
passes a variety of other concepts such as ‘difference’, ‘differentiation’,
‘deterritorialisation’, and ‘becoming’. To begin with, it should be noted
that for Deleuze, repetition is not a matter of the same thing occurring over
and over again. That is to say, repetition is connected to the power of
difference in terms of a productive process that produces variation in and
through every repetition. In this way, repetition is best understood in
terms of discovery and experimentation; it allows new experiences, affects
and expressions to emerge. To repeat is to begin again; to affirm the power
of the new and the unforeseeable. In so far as life itself is described as a
dynamic and active force of repetition producing difference, the force of
which Deleuze encourages us to think of in terms of ‘becoming’; forces
incorporate difference as they repeat giving rise to mutation.

The first question that arises is: How is repetition produced? For
Deleuze, repetition is produced via difference, not mimesis. It is a
process of ungrounding that resists turning into an inert system of repli-
cation. In fact, the whole Platonist idea of repeating in order to produce
copies is completely undermined by Deleuze. For Deleuze maintains
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this approach is deeply flawed because it subsumes the creative nature of
difference under an immobile system of resemblance. Deleuze refuses to
seek an originary point out of which repetition can cyclically reproduce
itself. He insists that the process does not depend upon a subject or
object that repeats, rather it is self-sustainable. Whilst repetition is
potentially infinite, consisting of new beginnings, it is crucial we do not
mistake this to be a linear sequence: the end of one cycle marking the
beginning of the next.

In his innovative discussions of Friedrich Nietzsche’s concept of the
eternal return, Deleuze turns his back on a teleological understanding of
repetition condemning such interpretations to be flawed. Instead, he
insists that the process Nietzsche outlines is considerably more compli-
cated than that: the return is an active affirmation that intensifies as it
returns. Put differently, heterogeneity arises out of intensity. In additiog,
the return points to a whole that emerges through difference and variation:
one and the multiple in combination. In his reading of Nietzsche, Deleuze
explains in his 1968 work Difference and Repetition that this is the ‘power of
beginning and beginning again’ (D 1994: 136).

This now leads us on to the second question: What is repeated? First, it
is important to note that repetition is not unidirectional, there is no object
of repetition, no final goal toward which everything that repeats can be said
to direct itself. What repeats, then, is not models, styles or identities but
the full force of difference in and of itself, those pre-individual singular-
ities that radically maximise difference on a plane of immanence. In an
early essay from 1956 on Henri Bergson, Deleuze insists repetition is more
a matter of coexistence than succession, which is to say, repetition is virtual
more than it is actual. It is this innovative understanding of the process of
difference and differentiation that mutates the context through which
repetition occurs.

Thus, in a very real sense, repetition is a creative activity of transforma-
tion. When Deleuze speaks of the ‘new’ that repetition invokes, he is like-
wise pointing to creativity, whereby habit and convention are both
destabilised. The ‘new’, for Deleuze, is filled with innovation and actually
prevents the trap of routines and clichés; the latter characterise habitual
ways of living. As a power of the new, repetition calls forth a terra incognita
filled with a sense of novelty and unfamiliarity. For instance, this is a far cry
from Sigmund Freud who posited that we compulsively repeat the past,
where all the material of our repressed unconscious pushes us to reiterate
the past in all its discomfort and pain. Actually, psychoanalysis limits repe-
tition to representation, and what therapy aims to do is stop the process
entirely along with the disorders it gives rise to. Deleuze, on the other hand,
encourages us to repeat because he sees in it the possibility of reinvention,
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that is to say, repetition dissolves identities as it changes them, giving rise
to something unrecognisable and productive. It is for this reason that he
maintains repetition is a positive power (puissance) of transformation.

Connectives

Active/Reactive
Becoming
Difference
Eternal return
Psychoanalysis

REPETITION + CINEMA

Constantine Verevis

Deleuze’s books on cinema — Cinema 1: The movement-image and Cinema
2: The time-image — are about the possibility of ‘repeating’ a film (or films)
within the institution of cinema studies. As in Roland Barthes’ account of
re-reading, this repetition would not be the re-presentation of identity
(a re-discovery of the same), but the re-production — the creation and the
exhibition — of the difference that lies at the heart of repetition (B 1974).
For film studies, Deleuze’s Cinema books can be seen as an attempt to nego-
tiate the tension between (film) theory and history via a non-totalising
concept of difference, one which can attend to the heterogeneity — the local
and specific repetitions — of historical material.

In Difference and Reperition, Deleuze puts forward two alternative
theories of repetition. The first, a ‘Platonic’ theory of repetition, posits
a world of difference based upon some pre-established similitude or
identity; it defines a world of copies (representations). The second, a
‘Nietzschean’ theory of repetition suggests that similitude and identity
is the product of some fundamental disparity or difference; it defines
a world of simulacra (phantasms). Taking these formulations as distinct
interpretations of the world, Deleuze describes simulacra as intensive
systems constituted by the placing together of disparate elements.
Within these differential series, a third virtual object (dark precursor,
eternal return, abstract machine) plays the role of differenciator, the
in-itself of difference which relates different to different, and allows
divergent series to return as diversity and its re-production. As systems
that include within themselves this differential point of view, simulacra
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evade the limit of representation (the model of recognition) to effect the
intensity of an encounter with difference and its repetition, 2 pure
becoming-in-the-world.

The idea of the intensive system, and its frustration of any attempt to
establish an order of succession, a hierarchy of identity and resemblance
between original and copy, is nowhere more evident than in the serial repe-
tition of new Hollywood cinema, especially the film remake. The majority
of critical accounts of cinematic remaking understand it as a one-way
process: a movement from authenticity to imitation, from the superior self-
identity of the original to the debased resemblance of the remake. For
instance, much of the discussion around the 1998 release of Gus Van Sant’s
close remake (‘replica’) of Alfred Hitchcock’s Psycho (1960) was an expres-
sion of outrage and confusion at the defilement of a revered classic.
Reviewers and ‘Hitchcockians’ agreed that Van Sant made two fundamental
mistakes: the first, to have undertaken to remake a landmark of cinematic
history; and the second, to have followed the Hitchcock original (almost)
shot by shot, line by line. Even for those who noted that the remake differed
in its detail from the Hitchcock film, the revisions added nothing to what
remained an intact and undeniable classic, a semantic fixity (identity) against
which the new version was evaluated and dismissed as a degraded copy.

Rather than follow these essentialist trajectories, Deleuze’s account of
repetition suggests that cinematic remaking in its most general application
might — more productively — be regarded as a specific aspect of a broader
and more open-ended intertextuality. A modern classic, Psycho has been
retrospectively coded as the forerunner to a cycle of slasher movies initi-
ated by Halloween (1978) and celebrated in the sequels and series that fol-
lowed. More particularly, the 1970s interest in the slasher movie sub-genre
saw the character of Norman Bates revived for a number of Psycho sequels
({I=IV), and the Hitchcock original quoted in a host of komages, notably
the films of Brian De Palma. Each of these repetitions can be understood
as a limited form of remaking, suggesting that the precursor text is never
singular, and that Van Sant’s Psycho remake differs textually from these
other examples not iz kind, but only in degree.

While the above approach establishes a large circuir between Psycho-60
and Psycho-98, there is another position: namely, that Van Sant’s Psycho is
not close enough to the Hitchcock version. This suggestion — that an
irreducible difference plays simultaneously between the most mechanical of
repetitions — is best demonstrated by an earlier remake of Psycko, Douglas
Gordon’s 24 Hour Psycho (1993). So named because it takes twenty-four
hours to run its course, Gordon’s version is a video installation that re-runs
Psycho-60 at approximately two frames per second, just fast enough for each
image to be pulled forward into the next. Gordon’s strategy demonstrates
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that each and every film is remade — dispersed and transformed — in its
every new context or configuration. Gordon does not set out to imitate
Psycho but to repeat it — to change nothing, but at the same time allow an
absolute difference to emerge. Understood in this way, Psycko-95 is not a
perversion of an original identity, but the production of a new event, one
that adds to (rather than corrupts) the seriality of the former version.

REPRESENTATION

Fohn Marks

‘Representation’, for Deleuze, entails an essentially moral view of the
world, explicitly or implicitly drawing on what ‘everybody knows’, and he
conceives of philosophy as an antidote to this view. Representation cannot
help us to encounter the world as it appears in the flow of time and becom-
ing. It constitutes a particularly restricted form of thinking and acting,
working according to fixed norms, and which is unable to acknowledge
difference ‘in itself’. In Difference and Repetition Deleuze challenges the
representational conception of philosophy. Here, he contrasts the ‘poet’ to
the “politician’. The poet speaks in the name of a creative power, and seeks
to affirm difference as a state of permanent revolution: he is willing to be
destructive in the search for the ‘new’. The new, in this sense, remains
forever new, since it has the power of beginning anew every time. It
enables forces in thought which are not the forces of recognition, but the
powers of an unrecognisable terra incognita. The politician, on the other
hand, seeks to deny that which differs in order to establish or maintain
a particular historical order. In philosophical terms, Deleuze proposes to
‘overturn’ Platonism, which distinguishes between the original — the thing
that most resembles itself, characterised by exemplary self-identity — and
the copy, which is always deficient in relation to the original. Platonism is
incapable of thinking difference in itself, preferring to conceive of it in rela-
tion to ‘the thing itself’. In order to go beyond representation, it is neces-
sary, therefore, to undermine the primacy of the original over the copy and
to promote the simulacrum, the copy for which there is no original.

A key influence on Deleuze as far as the anti-representational orienta-
tion of his thought is concerned, is Friedrich Nietzsche. Nietzsche’s
speculations on metaphor show that there is no ‘truth’ behind the mask of
appearances, but rather only more masks, more metaphors. Deleuze ele-
vates this insight into something like a general metaphysical principle. For
him, the world is composed of simulacra: it is a ‘swarm’ of appearances.
Deleuze’s Bergsonism, which emphasises a radical analysis of time, is an
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important element of his challenge to representation. In his books on
cinema in particular, Deleuze draws on Henri Bergson’s very particular
materialism in order to claim that life is composed of images. Rather than
human consciousness illuminating the world like a searchlight, it is the case
that the world is ‘luminous’ in itself. Bergson’s critique of the problemat-
ics of perception and action, and matter and thought, springs from the
claim that we tend to think in terms of space rather than time. This ten-
dency immobilises intuition, and to counter this Bergson conceives of
materiality in terms of images that transmit movement. This has import-
ant consequences for perception, which can no longer be conceived of as
knowledge that is rooted in consciousness. All life perceives and is neces-
sarily open to the ‘outside’ and distinctions between automatism and vol-
untary acts are only differences of degree, rather than differences in kind.
This alternative, non-psychological metaphysics, according to which the
world is ‘luminous in itself’, rather than being illuminated by a beam of
consciousness, is at the heart of Deleuze’s non-representational project,
and is explored at length in his books on cinema. Following Bergson’s
materialist ontology, according to which our body is merely an image
among images, Deleuze opens the self to the outside, the pure form of
time. The self comes into contact with a virtual, non-psychological
memory, a domain of diversity, difference, and with potentially anarchic
associations, that jeopardise the sense selfhood.

Such forms of anti-representational thought are threatening and poten-
tially disorientating. As Bergson argues, human beings choose on the basis
of what is the most useful. As such they tend to spatialise the fluidity of
duration, reducing it to a static and impersonal public form. We separate
duration into dissociated elements and reconfigure these elements in a
homogeneous spatial form organised around the conventions of ‘public’
language that conveys widely recognised notions. We like ‘simple
thoughts’, Bergson remarks, and we prefer to rely on custom and habit,
replacing diversity with simplicity, foregoing the novelty of new situations.
In short, we prefer the comforts and conventions of representation. This
helps to explain why art — literature, painting and cinema — plays such an
important part in Deleuze’s work. For Deleuze, art is not a way of repre-
senting experiences and memories that we might ‘recognise’: it does not
show us what the world s, but rather imagines a possible world. Similarly,
art is concerned with ‘sensation’, with creating ‘sensible aggregates’,
rather than making the world intelligible and recognisable. In order to chal-
lenge representational views of art, Deleuze talks of ‘affects’ and ‘per-
cepts’. These are artistic forces that have been freed from the organising
representational framework of perceiving individuals. Instead, they give us
access to a pre-individual world of singularities. In this way, Deleuze sees
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art as a way of challenging the interpretative tendency of representation to
trace becomings back to origins.

Connectives

Affect

Art
Becoming
Difference
Sensation

REPRESSION

Claive Colebrook

On the one hand, Deleuze might appear to be a philosopher set against the
dominant image of repression, that being repression in its everyday sense
and in its technical psychoanalytic sense. At its most general the concept
of ‘repression’ would seem to imply a natural self or subject who precedes
the operation of power of socialisation (so that all we would have to do is
lift the strictures of repression to arrive at who we really are). The concept
of repression seems, then, to be associated with the idea of a pre-social self
who must then undergo socialisation or structuration. Deleuze wants to
avoid this naivety, and so to a certain extent he accepts the productive
nature of repression as it was put forward by Sigmund Freud and then
Jacques Lacan. It is only because of our existence within a symbolic order,
or perceived system, that we imagine that there must have been a real ‘me’
prior to the net of repression. For psychoanalysis, then, it is not the self
who is repressed, for the self — the fantasy of that which exists before
speech, relations and sociality — is an effect of the idea of repression.
Repression is primary and produces its own ¢ before’. Deleuze accepts this
Lacanian/Freudian picture up to a point. With Guattari he argues that
there are Oedipal structures of repression. Living in a modern age, we are
indeed submitted to a system of signification. We then imagine that there
must have been a moment of plenitude and jouissance prior to Oedipal
repression, and that we must therefore have desired the maternal incest
prohibited by the structures of the family. But Deleuze and Guattari
regard repression — or the internalisation of subjection — as a modern phe-
nomenon that nevertheless draws upon archaic structures and images.
Deleuze and Guattart’s main attack on what Michel Foucault (in
The History of Sexualiry: Volume One) referred to as ‘the repressive
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hypothesis’ occurs in Anti-Oedipus. Whereas Freud’s Oedipus complex
seeks to explain why and how we are repressed — how it is that we submit
to law and renounce our enjoyment - Deleuze and Guattari argue that we
suffer from the idea of repression itself, the idea that there is some ultim-
ate object that we have abandoned. Psychoanalysis supposedly explains
our repression by arguing that we all desired our mothers but had to
abandon incest for the sake of social and cultural development. Deleuze
and Guattari argue that this repressive idea of renunciation and submis-
sion is a historical and political development. Desire, they insist, is not
the desire for some forbidden object, a desire that we must necessarily
repress. Rather, all life is positive desire — expansion, connection, cre-
ation. It is not that we must repress our desire for incest. Rather, the idea
of incest — that we are inevitably familial and desire only the impossible
maternal object - is itself repressive. What it represses is not a personal
desire, but the impersonality of desire or the intense germinal influx.
To imagine ourselves as rational individuals, engaged in negotiation
and the management of our drives — this idea of ourselves as bourgeois,
selfgoverning, commonsensical agents — represses the desire for
non-familial, impersonal, chaotic and singular configurations of life. We
are repressed, then, not by a social order that prohibits the natural desire
for incest, but by the image that our desires ‘naturally’ take the form of
Oedipal and familial images.

The late modern understanding of the self or subject as necessarily sub-
jected to law is the outcome of a history of political development that has
covered over the originally expansive, excessive and constructive move-
ments of desire. A number of philosophical movements, including psy-
choanalysis, have explained life from the point of view of the already
repressed subject, the bourgeois individual who has submitted his desires
to the system of the polity and the market. Against this, Deleuze and
Guattari aim to reveal the positive desire behind repression. In the case of
Oedipal repression, it is the desire of the father — the desire of white,
modern, bourgeois man — that lies at the heart of the idea of all selves as
necessarily subjected to repressive power.

Connectives

Desire
Foucault
Freud
Oedipalisation
Psychoanalysis
Woman
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RETERRITORIALISATION - refer to the entry on ‘deterritorialsa-
tion/reterritorialisation’.

RHIZOME

Felicity 7. Colman

‘Rhizome’ describes the connections that occur between the most disparate
and the most similar of objects, places and people; the strange chains of
events that link people: the feeling of ‘six degrees of separation’, the sense
of ‘having been here before’ and assemblages of bodies. Deleuze and
Guattari’s concept of the ‘rhizome’ draws from its etymological meaning,
where ‘rhizo’ means combining form and the biological term ‘rhizome’
describes a form of plant that can extend itself through its underground
horizontal tuber-like root system and develop new plants. In Deleuze and
Guattari’s use of the term, the rhizome is a concept that ‘maps’ a process
of networked, relational and transversal thought, and a way of being
without ‘tracing’ the construction of that map as a fixed entity (D&G 1987:
12). Ordered lineages of bodies and ideas that trace their originary and
individual bases are considered as forms of ‘aborescent thought’; and this
metaphor of a tree-like structure that orders epistemologies and forms his-
torical frames and homogeneous schemata, is invoked by Deleuze and
Guattari to describe everything that rhizomatic thought is not.

In addition, Deleuze and Guattari describe the rhizome as an action of
many abstract entities in the world, including music, mathematics, eco-
nomics, politics, science, art, the ecology and the cosmos. The rhizome
conceives how every thing and every body —all aspects of concrete, abstract
and virtual entities and activities — can be seen as multiple in their inter-
relational movements with other things and bodies. The nature of the
rhizome is that of a moving matrix, composed of organic and non-organic
parts forming symbiotic and aparallel connections, according to transitory
and as yet undetermined routes (D & G 1987: 10). Such a reconceptual~
isation constitutes a revolutionary philosophy for the reassessment of any
form of hierarchical thought, history or activity.

In a world that builds structures from economic circuits of difference
and desire, Deleuze responds by reconsidering how bodies are con-
structed. He and Guattari argue that such structures constrain creativity
and position things and people into regulatory orders. In A Thousand
Plateaus, Deleuze and Guattari staged the entire book as a series of net-
worked rhizomatic ‘plateaus’ that operate to counter historical and phil-
osophical positions pitched toward the system of representation that fix the
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flow of thought. Instead, through a virtuoso demonstration of the rela-
tional energies able to be configured through often disparate forms and
systems of knowledge, they offer the reader an open system of thought.
Rhizomatic formations can serve to overcome, overturn and transform
structures of rigid, fixed or binary thought and judgement — the rhizome
is ‘anti-genealogy’ (D&G 1987: 11). A rhizome contributes to the forma-
tion of a plateau through its lines of becoming, which form aggregate con-
nections. There are no singular positions on the networked lines of a
rhizome, only connected points which form connections between things.
A rhizomatic plateau of thought, Deleuze and Guattari suggest, may be
reached through the consideration of the potential of multiple and rela-
tional ideas and bodies. The rhizome is any network of things brought into
contact with one another, functioning as an assemblage machine for new
affects, new concepts, new bodies, new thoughts; the rhizomatic network
is a mapping of the forces that move and/or immobilise bodies.

Deleuze and Guattari insist bodies and things ceaselessly take on new
dimensions through their contact with different and divergent entities
over time; in this way the concept of the ‘rhizome’ marks a divergent way
of conceptualising the world that is indicative of Deleuzian philosophy as
a whole. Rather than reality being thought of and written as an ordered
series of structural wholes, where semiotic connections or taxonomies can
be compiled from complete root to tree-like structure, the story of the
world and its components, Deleuze and Guattari propose, can be com-
municated through the rhizomatic operations of things — movements,
intensities and polymorphous formations. In opposition to descendent
evolutionary models of classification, rhizomes have no hierarchical order
to their compounding networks. Instead, Deleuzian rhizomatic thinking
functions as an open-ended productive configuration, where random
associations and connections propel, sidetrack and abstract relations
between components. Any part within a rhizome may be connected to
another part, forming a milieu that is decentred, with no distinctive end
or entry point.

Deleuze’s apparatus for describing affective change is the ‘rhizome’.
Deleuze viewed every operation in the world as the affective exchange of
rhizomatically-produced intensitics that create bodies: systems,
economies, machines and thoughts. Each and every body is propelled
and perpetuated by innumerable levels of the affective forces of desire
and its resonating materialisations. Variations to any given system can
occur because of interventions within cyclical, systematic repetition. As
the rhizome may be constituted with an existing body — including exist-
ing thoughts one might bring to bear upon another body — the rhizome
is necessarily subject to the principles of diversity and difference
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through repetition, which Deleuze discussed in his books Nietzsche and
Philosophy and Difference and Repetition.

Deleuze acknowledges Iriedrich Nietzsche’s concept of the eternal
return as the constitution of things through repeated elements (existing
bodies, modes of thought) that form a ‘synthesis’ of difference through the
repetition of clements (D 1983: 46). ‘Synthesis’ is also described by
Deleuze and Guattari as an assemblage of variable relations produced by
the movement, surfaces, elusions and relations of rhizomes that form
bodies (desiring machines) through composite chains of previously
unattached links (D&G 1983: 39, 327). As a non-homogeneous sequence,
then, the rhizome describes a series that may be composed of causal,
chance, and/or random links. Rhizomatic connections between bodies and
forces produce an affective energy or entropy. As Deleuze describes in his
work on David Hume, the interaction of a socially, politically, or culturally
determined force and any given body both produces and uses associations
of ideas (D 1991: ix, 103). The discontinuous chain is the medium for the
rhizome’s expanding network, just as it is also the contextual circumstance
for the chain’s production.

Rhizomatic writing, being, and/or becoming is not simply a process that
assimilates things, rather it is a milieu of perpetual transformation. The
relational milieu that the rhizome creates gives form to evolutionary envir-
onments where relations alter the course of how flows and collective desire
develop. There is no stabilising function produced by the rhizomatic
medium; there is no creation of a whole out of virtual and dispersed parts.
Rather, through the rhizome, points form assemblages, multiple journey
systems associate into possibly disconnected or broken topologies; in turn,
such assemblages and typologies change, divide, and multiply through dis-
parate and complex encounters and gestures. The rhizome is a powerful
way of thinking without recourse to analogy or binary constructions. To
think in terms of the rhizome is to reveal the multiple ways that you might
approach any thought, activity, or a concept — what you always bring with
you are the many and various ways of entering any body, of assembling
thought and action through the world.

Connectives

Affect
Becoming
Desire
Hume

Intensity
Lines of Flight
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RHIZOME + TECHNOLOGY

Verena Conley

The ‘rhizome’ replaces an arborescent structure that has been dominating
the west and the world for centuries. The rhizome carries images of the
natural world, of pliable grasses, of weightlessness, and of landscapes of
the east. It is horizontal and flat, bearing what the mathematician in
Deleuze calls ‘n-1 dimensions’. It is always a multiplicity; it has no geneal-
ogy; it could be taken from different contexts (including Freudian psycho-
analysis); and is neither genesis nor childhood. The rhizome does away
with hierarchies. It augments its valences through hybrid connections that
consist by virtue of addition, of one thing ‘and’ another. The rhizome
operates in a space without boundaries and defies established categories
such as binaries or points that would mark-off and be used to fix positions
in extensive space. It ceaselessly connects and reconnects over fissures and
gaps, deterritorialising and reterritorialising itself at once. It works toward
abstract machines and produces lines of flight.

The rhizome does not imitate or represent, rather it connects through
the middle and invents hybrids with viruses that become part of the cells
that scramble the dominant lines of genealogical trees. The rhizome
creates a web or a network; through capture of code, it increases its
valences and is always in a state of becoming. It creates and recreates the
world through connections. A rhizome has no structure or centre, no
graph or regulation. Models are both in construction and collapse. In a
rhizome, movement is more intensive than extensive. Unlike graphic
arts, the rhizome makes a map and not a tracing of lines (that would
belong to a representation of an object). It is a war machine: rhizomatic
or nomadic writing operates as 2 mobile war machine that moves at top
speed to form lines, making alliances that form a temporary plateau.
The rhizome is in a constant process of making active, but always tem-
porary, selections. The selections can be good or bad. Good or bad ideas,
states Deleuze in consort with Gregory Bateson, can lead to good or bad
connections.

The proximity of the rhizome to digital technology and the computer is
evident. The connection with Donna Haraway’s cyborg has often been
made. Yet Deleuze and Guattari do not write much about computers. They
derive some of their ideas on rhizomes from Bateson’s Steps to an Ecology
of Mind. They connect with the anthropologist’s pronouncements in
which biology and information theory are conjoined. Bateson argues that
a person is not limited to her or his visible body. Of importance is the
person’s brain that transmits information as discrete differences. The brain
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fires electrons that move along circuits. Through the transmission of
differences, the person connects and reconnects with other humans,
animals and the world.

Deleuze and Guattari see the potential in Bateson’s work for rhi-
zomatic thinking. The nervous system is said to be a rhizome, web or
network. The terminology is the same as for computers though it does
not pertain to them exclusively. Clearly, computers do offer possibilities.
Not only the brain, but humans and the world consist of circuits in
which differences are transmitted along pathways. Through computer-
assisted subjectivity, humans can increase their valences. Deleuze and
Guattari write about a ‘becoming-radio’ or ‘becoming-television’ that
can yield good or bad connections; productive or nefarious becomings.
Computers and the internet have great potential as rhizomatic war
machines. The way they are being captured by capitalism, that deploys
order-words, consumer codes, and their multifarious redundancies
makes them too often become ends in and for themselves, in a sphere of
what Deleuze calls a generalised ‘techno-narcissism’. The science of
technology takes over with its order-words. Yet, in Deleuze’s practical
utopia, just as every major language is worked through by minor lan-
guages, so the capitalist war machine is always being threatened by
mobile nomadic war machines that use technologies to form new rhi-
zomes and open up to becoming.

SACHER-MASOCH, LEOPOLD VON (1835-95) — refer to the

entries on ‘art’, ‘Lacan’ and ‘psychoanalysis’.

SARTRE, JEAN PAUL (1905-80) — refer to the entries on ‘Guattar?’,
‘phenomenology’ and ‘phenomenology + Husserl’.

SAUSSURE, FERDINAND DE (1857-1913) — refer to the entries on

‘semiotics’ and ‘signifier, signified’.
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SCHIZOANALYSIS

Eugene Holland

Schizoanalysis is the revolutionary ‘materialist psychiatry’ derived pri-
marily from the critique of psychoanalysis. As the concept ‘schizoanalysis’
indicates, Sigmund Freud’s theory of the Oedipus complex is the principle
object of critique: schizoanalysis, drawing substantially on Karl Marx,
transforms psychoanalysis so as to include the full scope of social and his-
torical factors in its explanations of cognition and behaviour. Yet psycho-
analysis is not rejected wholesale: schizoanalysis also draws substantially
on Freud and especially on Jacques Lacan to transform historical materi-
alism so as to include the full scope of libidinal and semiotic factors in its
explanations of social structure and development. Ultimately, though
perhaps least obviously, both structuralist psychoanalysis and historical
materialism are transformed by Friedrich Nietzsche’s critique of nihilism
and asceticism and his transvaluation of difference, which inform both the
libidinal and the social economies mapped by schizoanalysis. Ultimately,
universal history for schizoanalysis offers the hope and the chance that the
development of productive forces beyond capitalism and the expansion of
Will to Power beyond nihilism will lead to greater freedom rather than
enduring servitude.

The basic question posed by schizoanalysis (following Baruch
Spinoza and Wilhelm Reich) is: Why do people fight for their own servi-
tude as stubbornly as if it were their salvation? The answer is that people
have been trained since birth in asceticism by the Oedipus complex,
which relays social oppression into the heart of the nuclear family. Social
oppression and psychic repression, thus, are for schizoanalysis two sides
of the same coin, except that schizoanalysis reverses the direction of
causality, making psychic repression depend on social oppression. It is
not the child who is father to the man, as the psychoanalytic saying goes,
rather it is the boss who is father to the man, who is in turn father to the
child: the nuclear family imprints capitalist social relations on the infant
psyche. Just as capital denies (through primitive accumulation) direct
access to the means of production and the means of life, and mediates
between the worker, work, consumer goods and eventual retirement, so
the father denies (through the threat of castration enforcing the incest
taboo) direct access to the mother (the means of life), and mediates
between the child, other family members and eventual marriage with
a mother-substitute. By denying the child all the people closest to her,
the nuclear family programmes people from birth for asceticism and
self-denial.
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The critique of Oedipus is mounted on two fronts. Internally, schizo-
analysis models the psyche on schizophrenia rather than neurosis,
thereby revealing the immanent operations of the unconscious at work
beneath the level of representation. The Oedipus complex is shown to be
a systematic betrayal of unconscious processes, an illegitimate meta-
physics of the psyche. But it is a metaphysics that derives directly from
the reality of capitalist society. For in the external critique of the Oedipus,
through a comparison of the capitalist mode of production with two other
libidinal modes of production, schizoanalysis shows capitalism to be the
only social formation organised by quantitative rather than qualitative
relations. Capitalism organises the social by the cash nexus of the market
rather than by codes and representation. Furthermore, this is the only
social formation where social reproduction is isolated from social pro-
duction at large, through the privatisation of reproduction in the nuclear
family: the nuclear family, but also Oedipal psychoanalysis itself, are thus
revealed to be strictly capitalist institutions. Yet at the same time that the
nuclear family is capturing and programming desire in the Oedipus
complex, the market is subverting codes and freeing desire from capture
in representation throughout society at large, thereby producing schizo-
phrenia as the radically free form of semiosis and the potential hope of
universal history.

Connectives

Desire
Freud
Marx

Oedipalisation

SCHIZOPHRENIA

Rosi Braidotti

The touchstone of Deleuze and Guattari’s conceptual critique of psycho-
analysis is their emphasis on the positivity of schizophrenic language.
Refusing to interpret desire as symptomatic of ‘lack’ or to use a linguistic
paradigm that interprets desire through the system of metaphor and
metonymy, they insist we understand desire in terms of affectivity, as a rhi-
zomic mode of interconnection.

Although Sigmund Freud recognises the structure of affectivity and the
heterogeneous and complex pleasures of ‘polymorphous perversity’, he
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ends up policing desire when he captures it in a normative theory of the
drives. The Freudian theory of drives codes and concentrates desiring
affects into erotogeneous zones. Thus, psychoanalysis implements a func-
tional vision of the body that simply turns schizoid language and expres-
sion into a disorder. This is in stark contrast to the schizoanalytic vision
both Deleuze and Guattari offer us.

Building on Georges Canguilhem and Michel Foucault, Deleuze and
Guattari blur the distinction drawn between normal/ pathological and all the
negative connotations that this model of desire implies. Casting affectivity,
the passions and sexuality along the axes of either normative or pathological
behaviour, they say, is complicit with those selfsame political forces of bio-
power that discipline and control the expressive potentialities of a body. The
double burden that comes from medicalising emotions and affects, in con-
junction with reducing sexual expression to genitalia, leaves bodily affects and
intensities in an impoverished state. Their theory of the Body without Organs
(BwQ) not only critiques psychoanalysis’ complicity in repression but the
functionalist approach to human affectivity as well. Instead, Deleuze and
Guattari assert the positive nature of unruly desire in terms of schizoid flows.

For Deleuze, the distinction between proper and abject objects of desire
is implemented as a normative index to police and civilise behaviour. The
more unmanageable aspects of affectivity have either to come under the
disciplinary mechanism of representation or be swiftly discarded.
Deviance, insanity and transgression are commonly regarded as unaccept-
able for they point to an uncontrollable force of wild intensity. These tend
to be negatively represented: impersonal, uncaring and dangerous forces.
Concomitantly, such forces are both criminalised and rendered patho-
logical. The schizophrenic body is emblematic of this violent ‘outside’, one
that is beyond propriety and normality.

Deleuze’s efforts to depathologise mental and somatic deviancy, uncon-
ventional sexual behaviour and clinical conditions - like anorexia, depres-
sion, suicide, and so forth —is not a celebration of transgression for its own
sake. Instead, it is integral to his intensive reading of the subject as a struc-
ture of affectivity. That is, Deleuze maps out alternative modes of experi-
mentation on the level of sensation, perception and affects. The intensity
of these states and their criminalised and pathological social status often
makes them implode into the black hole of ego-indexed negative forces.
Deleuze is interested in experimenting with the positive potential of these
practices. What is at stake in this reappraisal of schizophrenia is how other
modes of assemblage and variations of intensity for non-unitary subjects
are gestured to.

A subject is a genealogical entity, possessing a minoritarian, or counter-
memory, which in turn is an expression of degrees of affectivity.
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Genealogical ties create a discontinuous sense of time, closer to Friedrich
Nietzsche’s Dionysiac mode. Hence, spatially, a subject may seem frag-
mented and disunited; temporally, however, a subject develops a certain
amount of consistency that comes from the continuing power of recollec-
tion. Here Deleuze borrows the distinction between the molar sense of
linear, recorded time (chronos) and the molecular sense of cyclical, discon-
tinuous time («son) that the Greeks once described. Simply put, the former
is related to being/the molar/the masculine; the latter to becoming/the
molecular/the feminine. The co-occurrence of past and future in a con-
tinuous present may appear schizophrenic to those who uphold a vision of
the subject as rational and self-contained, however, we need to have some
caution here as Deleuze’s philosophy of immanence rests on the idea of
a transformative and dynamic subject who inhabits the active present tense
of continuous ‘becoming’. Using Henri Bergson’s concept of ‘duration’ to
guide him, Deleuze proposes a subject as an enduring entity, one that
changes as much as it is changed through the connections it forms with
a collectivity.

Also important to note is that Deleuze disengages the notion of
‘endurance’ from the metaphysical tradition that associates it with an
essence or permanence. Hence, the potency of the Deleuzian subject
comes from how it displaces the phallogocentric vision of consciousness,
one that hinges on the sovereignty of the ‘I’. It can no longer be safely
assumed that consciousness coincides with subjectivity, or that either
consciousness or subjectivity charges the course of events. Thus, the
image of thought implied by liberal individualism and classical human-
ism is disrupted in favour of a multi-layered dynamic subject. On this
level, schizophrenia acts as an alternative to how the art of thinking can
be practised.

Together with paranoia, schizoid loops and double-binds mark the
political economy of affectivity in advanced capitalism. These enact the
double imperative of consumer consumption and its inherent deferral of
pleasure. With capitalism the deferral of pleasure concomitantly turned
into a commodity. The saturation of social space, by fast-changing com-
modities, short-circuits the present inducing a disjunction in time.

Like the insatiable appetite of the vampire, the capitalist theft of ‘the
present’ expresses a system that not only immobilises in the process of
commodity over-accumulation, but also suspends active desiring-
production in favour of an addictive pursuit of commodity goods. In
response, Deleuze posits ‘becoming’ as an antidote: flows of empowering
desire that introduce mobility and thus destabilise the sedentary gravita-
tional pull of molar formations. This involves experimenting with non-
unitary or schizoid modes of becoming.
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Connectives

Becoming

Bergson

Black hole

Body

Body without Organs
Duration

Molar

Nietzsche
Representation

SEGMENTARITY

Kylie Message

‘Segmentation’ is a fundamental structuring principle that contributes
to organising the individual and social life of all humans. While Deleuze
and Guattari explore the superficially dichotomous relationship of the
dominant segments — primitive, supple or molecular, that are differentiated
against the rigid or molar state segment — they do so in order to contend
that each of these dominant segments can themselves be sub-
compartmentalised into binary, circular and linear forms. More important
than the distinctions existing within each of the terms of the dichotomy,
however, is the idea that yet another — far less discernible and easily
defined ~— space exists in between these two segments. This liminal third
space is produced by one or several lines of flight that binds the binary
terms into dialogue with each other at the same time as it works to enforce
a kind of decoding procedure for each of the segmented forms. In other
words, it both binds and separates the terms, but ensures that a continual
mutability carries on existing between the two.

Although Deleuze and Guattari acknowledge that binary couplings
appear at the basis of their approach to the concept of segmentation, this
mode of differentiation is consciously and cautiously invoked in order to
show that even the most formalised of dichotomous states have a rela-
tionship that is in fact more pliable or porous than would first appear.
In this sense everything is political: every politics is always both macrop-
olitics and micropolitics. lllustrating the inter-relationship of the binary
term that is always tied into dialogue with its contrasting figure (via the
third, liminal space that tends to be occupied by deterritorialising lines of
flight) while at the same time being differentiated against it, individuals
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and societies are understood as being organised according to two
dominant and interwoven modes of segmentation: one molar, the other
molecular. These terms are always closely related because they co-exist
and cross over into each other.

Exploring the dominant forms of segmentation, Deleuze and Guattari
contrast the idea of a primitive or supple kind of segmentarity against the
notion of modern statehood, where primitive societies exist without dedi-
cated political institutions. Considerable manoeuvrability and communi-
cability are maintained between the differentiated, heterogeneous fields of
these societies, primarily because of the segmented relationship that each
of these fields or units shares with the other. Operating according to dis-
crete, localised forms of management, Deleuze and Guattari characterise
this primitive segmentarity as functioning through polyvocal codes that
emerge as a result of various relationships and lineages, and as an itinerant
territoriality that is based on local divisions that overlap rather than exist
in any discrete state. Communication, codification and territorialisation
occur in these societies via a process of shifting relationships and inter-
sections, rather than any centrally organising power.

While these systems of organisation are perhaps more molecular
(focused on small-scale trajectories and local environments) than those of
modern societies, it would not be true to claim that they are more organic
or less systematic, and in accord with their contention that the molar exists
within the molecular and vice versa, Deleuze and Guattari explain that it
is a mistake simply to contrast this primitive, supple or molecular segmen-
tarity against the more rigid global organisations that characterise the
modern State society. Acknowledging that the modern political system is
a unified and unifying global apparatus, they maintain that it is organised
in a formation of clearly ordered subsystems. However, despite the reach-
ing agenda that motivates this inclusive process, it cannot be entirely
differentiated from the primitive system out of which it has evolved.
Accordingly, the overarching system is never free from gaps, displacements
and partial processes that interconnect with each other and yet it never
attains proper signification.

To ignore these spaces of slippage that exist in between the privileged
or State-sanctified units is a mistake, Deleuze and Guattari counsel,
because these often indiscernible spaces may contain either — or perhaps
both in some cases — the rumblings of popular mass dissatisfaction with the
dominant and determining State body (as in the social upheavals of May
1968), or the quotidian embodiment of extreme State power whereby
everyday citizens adopt a self-regulating attitude or belief that is based on
their individual internalisation of a particular political code or ideal pro-
moted by the State (as in Nazi Germany). In both cases, these ruptures are
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micro-fascisms that threaten to disorganise or destabilise the dominant
segments within which they exist.

Just as neither molecular nor molar segments can resist being entirely
differentiated from the other, Deleuze and Guattari explain that rather
than being a distinct characteristic of the rigid or State segment, fascism is
dangerous because of its molecular or micropolitical power; as a mass
movement it is more threatening than a totalitarian organisation. As such,
fascism attains molar (State) significance not because of the public profile
of its leader (evidenced by the larger-than-life posters), but because it is
imbricated and interiorised throughout the molecular level of everyday
experience.

Connectives

Lines of flight
Molar
Molecular

SEMIOTICS

Inna Semetsky

‘Semiotics’ 1s, in general, the study of signs and their signification.
Deleuze and Guattari’s semiotics present a conceptual mix of Charles S.
Peirce’s logic of relatives and Louis Hjelmslev’s linguistics; both frame-
works are taken to oppose Saussurean semiology. In A Thousand Plateaus,
Deleuze and Guattari assert that content is not a signified, neither is
expression a signifier: instead both are variables in common assemblage.
An a-signifying rupture ensures transfer from the form of expression to
the form of content. Dyadic, or binary signification gives way to triadic,
a-signifying semiotics, and the authors employ the Peircean notion of
a ‘diagram’ as a constructive part of sign-dynamics. A diagram is a bridge,
a diagonal connection that, by means of double articulations, connects
planes of expression and content leading to the emergence of new forms.
Fixed and rigid signifieds give way to the production of new meanings in
accord with the logic of sense (D 1990). Concepts that exist in a triadic
relationship with both percepts and affects express events rather than
essences and should be understood not in the traditional representa-
tional manner of analytic philosophy, which would submit a line to a point,
but as a pluralistic, a-signifying distribution of lines and planes.
Ontologically, ‘being-as-fold’ (ID 1988a; 1993a) defies signification. The
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transformational pragmatics consists of destratification, or opening up to
a new, diagrammatic and creative function. According to the logic of mul-
tiplicities, a diagram serves as a mediatory in-between symbol, ‘a third’ (D
1987: 131) that disturbs the fatal binarity of the signifier/signified dis-
tinction. It forms part of the cartographic approach, which is Deleuze and
(Guattari’s semiotics par excellence, that replaces logical copulas with the
radical conjunction ‘and’.

For Deleuze, the theory of signs is meaningless without the relation
between signs and the corresponding apprenticeship in practice. Reading
Marcel Proust from the perspective of triadic semiotics, Deleuze notices the
dynamic character of signs, that is, their having an ‘increasingly intimate’
(D 2000: 88) relation with their enfolded and involuted meanings so that
truth becomes contingent and subordinate to interpretation. Meanings are
not given but depend on signs entering ‘into the surface organization which
ensures the resonance of two series’ (D 1990: 104), the latter converging on
a paradoxical differentiator, which becomes ‘both word and object at once’
(D 1990: 51). Yet, semiotics cannot be reduced to just linguistic signs. There
are extra-linguistic semiotic categories too, such as memories, images or
immaterial artistic signs, which are apprehended in terms of neither object-
ive nor subjective criteria but learned in practice in terms of immanent prob-
lematic instances and their practical effects. Analogously, a formal abstract
machine exceeds its application to (Chomskian) philosophy of language;
instead semiotics is applied to psychological, biological, social, techno-
logical, aesthetic and incorporeal codings. Semiotically, discursive and
non-discursive formations are connected by virtue of transversal communi-
cation, ‘transversality’ being a concept that encompasses psychic, social and
even ontological dimensions. As a semiotic category, transversality exceeds
verbal communication and applies to diverse regimes of signs; by the same
token, Deleuze and Guattari’s schizoanalysis and cartographies of the
unconscious presuppose a different semiotic theory from the one appropri-
ated in Lacanian psychoanalysis. The semiotic process, based on the logic of
included middle, is the basis for the production of subjectivity. The line of
flight or becoming is a third between subject and object and is to be under-
stood ‘not so much ... in their opposition as in their complementarity’
(D 1987: 131). The relationship between subject and object is of the nature
of reciprocal presupposition.

Brian Massumi points out that Deleuze reinvents the concept of semi-
otics in his various books: in Proust and Signs, Deleuze refers to four
differently organised semiotic worlds (M 1992). In Cinema I he presents
sixteen different types of cinematic signs. For Deleuze, philosophers,
writers and artists are first and foremost semioticians and symptomatol-
ogists: they read, interpret and create signs, which are ‘the symptoms of
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life . . . There is a profound link between signs, events, life and vitalism’
(D 1995: 143). The task of philosophy is the creation of concepts, and a
concept, in accord with a-signifying semiotics, has no reference; it is
autoreferential, positing itself together with its object at the moment of its
own creation. A map, or a diagram, engenders the territory to which it is
supposed to refer; a static representation of the order of references giving
way to a relational dynamics of the order of meanings.

Connectives

Lacan
Schizoanalysis
Signifier/ Signified

SENSATION

Tom Conley

Biology infuses much of Deleuze’s philosophy, especially in the domain of
sensation. It remains at the basis of perception, perception in turn being
what brings about the creation of events, the very matter common to phil-
osophy, art, and science. Sensation opens at the threshold of sense, at those
moments prior to when a subject discovers the meaning of something or
enters into a process of reasoned cognition. Sensation takes place before
cognition and thus pertains to signifiance. In film it is grasped in what takes
place before words and images are grasped, as in Jean-Luc Godard’s title,
Prénom: Carmen, in which the field of sensation inheres in what comes
prior to the name, before the naming of ‘Carmen’, in what is felt and experi-
enced before the name is understood in a common way (D 1989: 154).
In aesthetics, which Deleuze takes up through his study of Francis Bacon
in The Logic of Sensation, sensation is what strikes a viewer of a painting or
the reader of a poem before meaning is discerned in figuration or a the-
matic design. It has the productively deformative power of defacing the
representations that cause it to be felt. It is also what vibrates at the thresh-
old of a given form; in other words, what causes the ‘appleness’ of the
painter Paul Cézanne’s apples to be felt as the geometric and painterly
abstractions that they become in the field of his still lifes.

One of Deleuze’s most famous figures, the Body without Organs (BwO),
is conceived as a surface of sensations, of a texture and elasticity of equal
force and intensity over the entirety of its mass. Sensation passes over and
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through the body in waves and rhythms that meld its perceptible sites or
organisation of parts into vibrations and spasms. Borrowing from Wilhelm
Waorringer’s writings on the generativity of ‘gothic’ linearity, Deleuze and
Guattart’s concept of BwO is in continuous and autonomous movement,
endlessly emanating sensation less in its design than in its process. The line
is continually becoming of itself, exuding force; what Deleuze calls the ‘con-
dition of sensation’. Of animal and vegetal character, it has the capacity of
turning inward and outward, into the body and along different trajectories,

making palpable what otherwise could be sensed in sensation itself. Deleuze
explains the point through Cézanne, whom he champions for having made
visible the folding character of the Mont-Saint-Victoire, the germinating
forces within seeds, or the convection and heat transpiring in a landscape.
These elements are within sensation prior to becoming felt or visualised.

Deleuze uses Bacon’s distinction between two types of violence to refine
his ‘logic’ of sensation. A violence of public spectacle, seen in athletic and
political arenas and in traditional ‘theatres of torture’ must be refused in
order to reach a kind of sensation that the British painter calls a ‘declaration
of faith in life’. Many of the paintings place deformed bodies in arenas so
that their abstraction can embody invisible forces; forces that accordingly
condition the uncanny sensation the spectator feels in view of both familiar
and monstrous human forms. When seen in series (many are diptychs and
triptychs), the paintings exude rhythms that are tied to what Bacon calls
‘figures’, which are neither figurative nor beyond figuration but accumula-
tions and coagulations of sensation. In another context he links composite
units of percepts and affects to blocks of sensation, in themselves beings
that exist autonomously, as much in paintings as in the spectators who look
at them. The artist finds in the area between the perceiver and the work a
field of sensation, one that is ‘sculpting, composing, writing sensations. As
percepts, sensations are not perceptions referring to an object’ (D&G 1994:
166) but something that inheres in its being and its duration. The task of
the artist, as he shows with Bacon and Cézanne, is to extract from a ‘block
“ofs sensatxons a pure being of sensation’ (D&G 1994: 167).

" Inthis respect, in his unique gallery of natural history, two of Deleuze’s
totems of sensation are the tick and the dog. The tick is a creature that feels
rhythmic sensations that inspire it to fall onto the skin of the animal it
covets. A melody or ‘block’ of sensation causes it to leap. The dog that is
eating at its food bowl senses the arrival of the master that will flog it, prior
to the flogging, with thousands of sensations that anticipate the event itself:
a hostile odour, the sound of footsteps, or the sight of a raised stick, that
‘subtend the conversion of pleasure into pain’. Sensations are mixed with
‘tiny perceptions’ that are ‘the passage from one perception to another’,
and they constitute ‘the animal condition par excellence’ (ID 1993a: 87).
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Readers of Deleuze note that sensation acquires increasing resonance in
the works written after 1980. It becomes a common term of speculation on
aesthetics, biology and philosophy at the same time as it retrieves the vital-
ism and intuition of Henri Bergson’s formative work written from the early
1950s. Sensation becomes a decisive element in the style and texture of
Deleuze’s writing, for in its rhythms, its ‘blocks’ of reflection and its own
conceptual figures, conceived in a manner akin to those of his favourite
painters, the writing exudes the forces that it describes.

Connectives

Art

Bacon

Bergson

Body without Organs
Faciality

SENSATION + CINEMA

Constantine Verevis

In Difference and Repetition, Deleuze states that the modern work of art
leaves the domain of representation in order to become pure experience:
‘a transcendental empiricism or science of the sensible’ (D 1994: 56).
Deleuze develops this idea in Francis Bacon: The Logic of Sensation, sug-
gesting that modern painting transcends the representation of both illus-
trative and narrative figuration by moving either toward a pure form of
abstraction (as exemplified by, say, Piet Mondrian or Wassily Kandinsky)
or toward what Deleuze calls (following Jean-Frangois Lyotard) the purely
Sfigural. For Deleuze (as for Bacon, who refuses both straight abstraction
and figurative illustration), the preferred option is the latter, for the
abstract painting, like the figurative artwork, is ultimately directed toward
ordinary thought or to the brain, whereas the figure is the sensible form
related to sensation, to the nervous system or to ‘vital movement’. Citing
Paul Cézanne, Deleuze describes a ‘logic of the senses’ that is neither
rational, nor cerebral, but a bodily sensation — an unequal difference
between forces - that overflows and traverses all domains.

Sensation (figure) shifts attention from the form of the artwork, be it
representational or abstract, to the nature of its encounter with other
bodies, and the becomings — becoming-other, becoming-unlimited,
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becoming-intense — that they bring about. Deleuze says: ‘I become in
sensation, and something Aappens through sensation, one through the other
and one in the other’ (D 1993b: 187). In the case of cinema, narrative-
representational film can be understood as a machine assemblage —a poten-
tiality of intensities or sensations — that, on the one hand, is organised
(represented) by an activity of figuration, and on the other, is reproduced —
multiplied and intensified — as a creative figure of sensation. The first
describes a habitual recognition where the film is familiar and banal because
it is represented in terms of its identity and sameness. The latter describes
a moment of attentive recognition (of dis-figuration) in which the object
does not remain on the one and the same plane, but passes through different
planes. This is the moment of the crystal, where past and future collide; the
moment where repetition is the eternal return: difference repeating.

Sensation can be related to the concept of ‘cinephilia’; an obsessive
passion for cinema — in particular the Hollywood films of 1940s and 1950s
— that developed in the front rows of the Paris cinémathéques in the 1950s
and 1960s. Paul Willemen suggests that the phenomenon of cinephilia,
influenced by still active residues of surrealism in post-war French culture,
involves a sublime moment of defamiliarisation, an encounter with the
unpresentable sublime. Willemen links cinephilia to Jean Epstein’s notion
of photogénie, a fleeting moment of experience or emotional intensity —
a sensation — that the viewer cannot describe verbally or rationalise cogni-
tively (W 1994). As in the case of Deleuze’s time-image, photogénie is
a direct representation of time, a ‘crystal-image’, or direct sensation of a
present presence. Focusing upon that aspect of cinephilia which escapes
existing networks of critical discourse, Willemen describes an encounter —
a ‘dangerous moment’ that points to a ‘beyond of cinema’ (241). In a brief
example, one can find this potential dislocation in the films of David
Lynch: the anamorphic deformity of the dream in The Elephant Man
(1980), Ben’s lip-syncing of ‘In Dreams’ in Blue Velvet (1986), the lighting
of a cigarette in Wild at Heart (1990).

Contemporary cinephilia — which embraces not only the Hollywood
films of classical cinephilia and the work of the nouvelle vague, but also
Hollywood’s delayed nouvelle vague (Francis Ford Coppola, Brian De
Palma, Martin Scorsese), the new French new wave (Jean-Jacques Beineix,
Luc Besson, Leos Carax), and international art cinema (Pedro Almodovar,
Takeshi Kitano, Abbas Kiarostami) — can be seen as one of the many
diverse reading strategies encouraged by recent cultural technologies. The
developments include not only new storage and information technolo-
gies (television, video, internet) and agencies of promotion and commodi-
fication (reviews, advertisements, merchandise) but an associated increase
in film and media literacy and a mode of viewing imbricated with an




248 SIGNIFIER/SIGNIFIED

intertextual network of mass cultural discourses. Understood in this way,
the reproduction of the cinephile is a type of infinite representation, an
extensive function of a standardised, serial product designed to be con-
sumed within globalised and/or specialised niche markets. But equally,
the intensive experience of cinephilia, the resonance created within the
proliferating, differential series, can be described as a moment of sensation,
a glimpse over the edge of cinematic representation. Contemporary
cinephilia thus becomes both a general economy of viewing, one which
guarantees the endless circulation (sameness) of the cinematic institution,
and also a point of resistance to these forms of re-presentation — the
moment at which the founding principle (Idea) breaks down to become
a positive event, 4 universal un-founding. The serial repetition of the
(global Hollywood) film product, and the reproduction of the new
cinephile, become both the confirmation of identity and the affirmation of
multiple sensation, the return of the absolutely different.

SIGNIFIER/SIGNIFIED

Claire Colebrook

According to the structuralist linguist, Ferdinand de Saussure, a language
is made up of signifiers or differential marks, which then organise or struc-
ture, not only our language, but also the very conceptualisation of our
world. The revolution of structuralist linguistics lay in the insistence on
both the arbitrary nature of the signifier and on the highly contingent pro-
duction of the system of signification. Whereas linguistics prior to struc-
turalism might have studied a word diachronically by looking at the way
the Latin word ratio comes to form a common root (and meaningful cause)
for the modern words, ‘reason’, ‘rational’, ‘rationalise’, ‘irrational’ and so
on, structuralist inguistics is synchronic. One should not study the emer-
gence or genesis of signs, for this is vague, but only signs as they form
a system. So it would be significant that one language might mark a
difference between grey and blue, or like and love, while another language
would not mark out such a difference. The consequences of this supposed
primacy of the signifier extended well beyond linguistics. If it is the case
that we think only within a system of differences, then thought depends
upon a prior structure and that structure can only be studied or criticised
as a whole. There can be no intuition of any term or thing in itself, for we
only know and think within a system of differences without positive terms.

Not only does Deleuze favour the linguistics of Louis Hjelmslev over
Saussure so that there are already forms or differentiations that are not
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the effect of a language or conceptual scheme, he also (with Guattari)
conducted an intense political assault on the ideology or despotism of the
signifier. How is it that we come to think of thought as reducible to a
system of linguistic signs? Not only do Deleuze and Guattari insist, posi-
tively, that there are régimes of signs beyond language, ranging from
music and the visual arts to the signs of the inhuman world —smoke being
a sign of fire, light being a sign for a heliotrope or a bird’s refrain being
the sign of its territory, they also conduct a critique of the modern
concept of signification, the idea that we are submitted to a system of
signs beyond which we cannot think. On the structuralist understanding
of the signifier, all thought takes place in a system of signs and all
differences are mediated through this system such that nothing can be
considered in itself. Structuralism is often, therefore, considered to be a
‘break’ in this history of western metaphysics, for it concedes that there
can be no knowledge of pure presence, only knowledge of the world as
mediated through signs. According to Deleuze and Guattari, however,
the signifier is yet one more way in which we fail to think difference pos-
itively; one more way in which we mistake already structured experience
for the positive structuring power of life to differ. Signifiers, Deleuze and
Guattari argue, are just examples of the ways in which life is expressed or
differentiated. Deleuze’s argument for positive difference is in direct con-
trast with the idea that there is 4 system of relations that determines life
in advance. On the contrary, Deleuze says that while language can over-
code other systems of difference, for we can speak about other systems of
signs, it is also possible for language to be deterritorialised through the
positive power of differencelIf, for example, our régime of visual signs is
overturned by an event in cinema, then we might be forced to think
differently and create new concepts:In such a case thinking would not be
governed by a preceding system, but would be violated by the shock or
encounter with life, a life that emits signs well beyond those of the system
of signification. 7

Connectives

Deterritorialisation/Reterritorialisation
Difference

SIMONDON, GILBERT (1926-87) —refer to the entries on ‘cinema +
Werner Herzog’, ‘individuation’, ‘materialism’ and ‘phenomenology +
Husser!’.
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SIMULACRUM

Jonathan Roffe

In his 1990 ‘Preface’ to Clet-Martin’s book on his work, Deleuze states that
the concept of ‘simulacrum’ was never an essential part of his philosophy.
However, it does offer one of the strongest forms of his critique of identity,
and the affirmation of a world populated by differences-in-themselves
which are not copies of any prior model.

Simply put, ‘simulacrum’ means ‘copy’. It is in Deleuze’s discussion of
Plato in The Logic of Sense that simulacra are most closely discussed. Plato
offers a three-level hierarchy of the model, the copy, and the copy of the copy
which is the simulacrum. The real concern for Plato is that, being a step
removed from the model, the simulacrum is inaccurate and betrays the
model. He uses this hierarchy in a number of places, and in each case it is a
matter of distinguishing the ‘false pretender’ or simulacrum. For example,
in the Sophist, Socrates discusses the means with which we might distin-
guish between the philosopher (the good copy), who is in search of the Good
(the model), and the sophist (the simulacrum of the philosopher — the bad
copy), who uses the same skills as the philosopher in search of profit or fame.

Deleuze notes that while the distinction between the model and the copy
seems the most important one for Plato, it is rather the distinction between
the true and the false copies which 1s at the heart of Platonism. The copy
of the copy, cut off from reference to a model, puts into question the model-
copy system as a whole, and confronts it with a world of pure simulacrum,
This reveals, for Deleuze, the moral nature of Plato’s system, which fun-
damentally values identity, order, and the stable reference to a model over
the groundless movements of simulacra. This does not mean that Deleuze
considers the world to be made up of appearances, ‘simulations’ of a real
world that has now vanished. It is the sense of the word ‘appearances’ itself
that is in question. Simulacra do not refer to anything behind or beyond
the world — they make up the world. So what is being undermined by
Deleuze here is a representational understanding of existence, and the
moral interpretation of existence that goes along with it. Furthermore, this
understanding embodies a certain negativity that is also problematic. For
a copy to be a copy of any kind it must have reference to something it is not
—a copy stands in for something that is not present. It requires this other
thing (what linguistics would call the ‘referent’) to give it sense and impor-
tance.

The simulacrum, on the other hand, breaking with this picture, does not
rely upon something beyond it for its force, but is itself force or power; able
to do things and not merely represent. It is as a result of this positive power
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that simulacra can produce identities from within the world, and without
reference to a model, by entering into concrete relations — in this case, the
philosopher is not the one searching for the Good, but the one who is able
to create new concepts from the material available in the world; concepts
which will do something. We can see here a hint of the understanding of
the world as a productive-machine that will emerge in Anti-Oedipus and
A Thousand Plateaus.

Deleuze also connects the thought of the simulacrum to that of the
eternal return. As Deleuze frequently argues, we must understand the
eternal return in terms of the retyrn and affirmation of the different, and
not of the Same. Rather than distinguishing between good and bad copies,
the eternal return rejects the whole model/copy picture — which is
grounded on the value of the Same and infuses negativity into the world —
in favour of the productive power of the simulacra themselves.

Connectives

Difference
Eternal return
Plato

Representation

SINGULARITY

Tom Conley

In the histories of cartography and of the cognition of terrestrial space,
‘singularity’ is a term that replaces that of the mirror. It is first seen in the
early modern period. In the Middle Ages the ‘mirror of human salvation’
(speculum humane salvationis) charted a typology of events in human and
divine time that made clear the order of the world on the basis of events in
the Old Testament that also have analogues in the New Testament. The
mirror was that which assured a reflection of a totality and the presence of
God, a reflective surface, resembling perhaps the pupil of an eye on which
were gathered and assembled the variety and wealth of divine creation.
When, in the later fifteenth century, oceanic travellers ventured south and
east from Europe to the Indies by way of Africa or west to the Caribbean
or eastern coast of South America, most representations of the world could
no long conform to the figure of the speculum mundi. Discovery and
encounter prompted cosmographers to register new, often conflicting, and
sometimes unthinkable things into works of open form. As singularities
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these works were subject to change and revision — indeed what Deleuze
often calls ‘open totalities’. For a brief time, the world itself was taken to
be a mass of islands and continents, of insular shapes that contained a pos-
sibly infinite measure of singularities. Thus are born works such as Les
singularités de la France antarctiqgue (by André Thevet) or isolarii (‘island-
books’, by Benedetto Bordone, Tomasso Porcacchi and others). They are
conceived to account for, record and cope with new shapes of alterity and
difference coming from distant spaces.

Wherever Deleuze invokes singularity, it can be understood against this
historical background. As a philosopher he embraces the idea of virtual
travel, along infinite trajectories or lines of flight that lead the thinker any-
where about the world, but first and foremost among and between concep-
tual islands or points of singularity. As islands, they are also points that can
be seen in series, as inflexions or emissions of events. A singularity, also insu-
larity, is a decisive point and a place where perception is felt in movement. In
Leibniz’s concept of the monad, Deleuze notes how a ‘singularity’ is fre-
quently associated with condensed events. Singularities are the ‘zone of clear
expression’ of the monad. Less abstractly, in terms of civic geography, a sin-
gularity would be a county, a regional department, or even a topography.

The singularities of the monad are what assure the presence of a body in
or through which they vibrate. They are the events that make it both unique
and common, both an entity of its own perceptual data and a ground for the
relation that the monad holds with its environs. They are the places where
the ‘singularities belonging to each . . . are extended up to the singularities
of others’ (D 1993a: 86). The world as a whole is perceived infinitesimally
in microperceptions and gigantically, in macroperceptions. Singularity
allows the subject to perceive the world in both ways, infinitesimally and
infinitely, in hearing the whir of a familiar watermill, in being aware of
waves of water striking the hull of a boat, or even in sensing music that
accompanies a ‘dance of dust’ (DD 1993a: 86). These formulations about sin-
gularity inflect Deleuze’s work on style and the creative imagination. With
the same vocabulary he notes that great writers possess ‘singular conditions
of perception’ (D 1997b: 116). Indeed singularities allow great writers to
turn aesthetic percepts into veritable visions; in other words, to move from
a unique site of consciousness to an oceanic one. Such is what makes the
writer change the world at large through microperceptions that become
translated into a style, a series of singularities and differences that estrange
common usages of language and make the world of both the writer and
those in which the reader lives vibrate in unforeseen and compelling ways.

Were singularity associated with the ‘Causes and Reasons of the Desert
Island’, (one of Deleuze’s first pieces of philosophical writing) it would be
connected with difference and repetition, one of the bases of his work on
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duration, identity and ideation in Difference and Repetition. A singularity is
a unique point but it is also a point of perpetual recommencement and of
variation. Like other keywords in his personal dictionary, singularity shifts
and bears different inflections in different contexts but is always related to
perception, subjectivity, affectivity and creation,

Connectives

Event
Leibniz
Lines of flight

SMOOTH SPACE

Tamsin Lorraine

In A Thousand Plateaus, Deleuze and Guattari characterise living organ-
isms in terms of ‘interior milieus’ (cellular formation, organic functions)
and ‘exterior milieus’ (food to eat, water to drink, ground to walk on).
Milieus are vibratory blocks of space-time constituted by the periodic
repetition of the configurations of forces that makes them what they are
(D&G 1987: 313). All the milieus of the organism have their own patterns
and these patterns interact with the patterns of other milieus with which
they communicate. The rhythm of the interactions between these different
milieus operates in terms of heterogeneous blocks rather than one homo-
geneous space-time. Thus, an organism emerges from chaos (‘the milieu of
all milieus’) as vibratory milieus or blocks of space-time that create
rhythms within the organism as well as with the milieus exterior to the
organism. Territorial animals (including human beings) are natural artists
who establish relations to imperceptible as well as perceptible forces
through the refrains of song (birds) or movements and markings (wolves,
rabbits) that create the rhythms of life-sustaining regularities from cosmic
chaos. The various rhythms of the human subject’s components and their
relations to interior and exterior blocks of space-time become territori-
alised into the sentient awareness of one organism living in the ‘striated’
space of social life, cancelling out anomalous interactions among milieus in
the process. The conventional notion of space as a homogeneous whole
within which movement unfolds is thus, for Deleuze and Guattari, a
totalised construct of space that emerges from heterogeneous blocks of
space-time. They contrast their concept of ‘smooth space’ to the more
conventional notion of space; ‘smooth space’ haunts and can disrupt the
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striations of conventional space, and it unfolds through ‘an infinite succes-
sion of linkages and changes in direction’ that creates shifting mosaics of
space-times out of the heterogeneous blocks of different milieus (D&G
1987: 494). Deleuze and Guattari are interested not in substituting one
conception of space with another, but rather in how forces striate space and
how at the same time it develops other forces that emit smooth spaces
(D&G 1987: 500).

In a discussion of the concept of the ‘movement-image’ inspired by
Henri Bergson, Deleuze distinguishes movement from space: ‘space
covered is past, movement is present, the act of covering’ (D 1986: 1).
Spaces covered by movement are divisible and belong to a single, homoge-
neous space while movement changes qualitatively when it is divided.
Movements, of what Deleuze and Guattari in A Thousand Plateaus call
‘deterritorialization’, are acts of covering that are not referred to space con-
ceived as a uniform area of measurable units within which changes occur.
A subject who orients himself with respect to movements, rather than
aretrospectively created construct of space, experiences space not in terms
of a totality to which it is connected (I walk across the snow five miles from
the centre of town), but rather in terms of pure relations of speed and slow-
ness (snow under moving feet as wind lifts hair) that evoke powers to affect
and be affected, both actual and potential (pushing feet against ground,
could also jump or run). A person on a trip to another city might orient
himself by following the road mapped out through social convention from
one point to another. A nomad of the desert in search of food might orient
himself differently, travelling not from one point to a predesignated destin-
ation, but rather travelling from one indication of food to the next as the
need arises. In the former case, local movements are charted with respect
to already specified points (thus imposing a plane of organisation upon the
movements that unfold). In the latter case, space shifts with each move-
ment in keeping with shifts in meeting the need for food. These shifts do
not occur sz space; rather they establish different configurations of nomad
and vegetation and landscape that unfold as the smooth space of the search
for food. The smooth space shared with others emerges not with reference
to an ‘immobile outside observer’, but rather through the tactile relations
of any number of observers (D&G 1987: 493). It is thus a space — like that
of the steppes, the desert or polar landscapes — occupied by intensities,
forces and tactile qualities, with no fixed reference point (D&G 1987: 479).

Connectives

Deterritorialisation/Reterritorialisation
Nomadicism
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Space
Subjectivity

SOCIUS

Kenneth Surin

Traditional philosophy relied overwhelmingly on the operation of tran-
scendental principles which were required to make claims possible, as well
as moral aesthetic judgements. There are also transcendental principles,
perhaps less widely acknowledged than the ones that underlie traditional
philosophy, which subtend the constitution of the social order. These prin-
ciples are embodied in what Deleuze and Guattari call the ‘socius’. The
well-known philosophical counter-tradition inaugurated by Friedrich
Nietzsche, and continued by Martin Heidegger, undertook a dismantling
of the transcendental basis of traditional philosophy, and the work of
Deleuze is to be located in this tradition. For Deleuze, as for Nietzsche, an
entire tradition extends from Plato to Kant, in which it is declared that the
yardstick of knowledge is verisimilitude. In Plato’s case verisimilitude
derives from an ideal ‘world of Forms’ (the transcendent), whereas for
Immanuel Kant this world of the transcendent was banished to the realm
of the ‘noumenal absolute’. Kant, though, insisted that the counterpart to
the noumenal world, for example the world of phenomena, was constituted
by the activity of the transcendental (or non-empirically given) subject of
possible experience. In their reflection on the socius, conducted through-
out the two volumes of Capitalism and Schizophrenia, Deleuze and
Guattari seek what amounts to a comprehensive undoing of the transcen-
dental basis of the constitution of the social order. In so doing, they adhere
to the ‘transcendental empiricism’, in which the basis for the constitution
of real (as opposed to possible) experience is sought. This project is ‘tran-
scendental’ in so far as the conditions for real experience require a non-
empirical organisation of the objects of experience, though the source of
this organisation is not a transcendental subject a la Kant, but rather the
very form in which real objects are experienced as active and dynamic.

In Anti-Oedipus, the socius is said to be necessary because desiring-
production is coterminous with social production and reproduction, and for
the latter to take place desire has to be coded and recoded, so that subjects
can be prepared for their social roles and functions. The socius is the terrain
of this coding and recoding. Another rationale for the socius stems from the
part it plays in consolidating the capitalist order. Desire is simultaneously
enabled and limited by capital, which frees it from its previous embodiments
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or codings so that it can be placed at the disposal of capitalist expansion; and
desire, after this decoding by capital, is reined in or recoded so that it can
subserve the novel requirements of capitalist production.

Coding or ‘inscription’ are thus central to the constitution of the socius,
and Deleuze and Guattari respond to the crucial question of the surface on
which inscription takes place by invoking the notion of the earth. The earth
precedes the constitution of the socius, and is the primordial unity or
ground of desire and production. As such the earth is the precondition of
production while also being the object of desire. The first form of the socius
has therefore to involve a territorialisation, undertaken by a ‘territorial
machine’, which parcels out the earth into segments of social meaning,

Once territorialisation has occurred, it becomes possible for social
machines (the core of the socius) to operate. Social machines have humans
as their parts and are essential to the generation of cultural forms, these
forms being needed to link humans to their (technical) machines. Social
machines organise flows of power and desire by coding them. There are all
kinds of flows: different kinds of humans, vegetation, non-human animals,
agricultural implements, flows that involve bodily functions and organs,
and so on. Nothing escapes coding, and so nothing can escape the purview
of the socius.

If the socius is a megamachine, the fuel that drives this machine is desire,
though desire is shaped and orchestrated by its insertion into this mega-
machine. In modern societies, the nature of this insertion of desire into the
social megamachine has been significantly transformed. To facilitate the
functioning of capitalism, flows have had to become more abstract, since
capital requires intersubstitutibility, homogeneity, relentless quantifica-
tion, and exchange mechanisms to work. Hand in hand with this abstrac-
tion goes a privatisation of the social, since an over-valuation of the
individual is required to compensate for the massive collective disinvest-
ment that takes place in the social as a result of the inexorable growth of
the processes of abstraction. The vehicles of this privatisation are ruled by
the Oedipus principle, which functions as a kind of transcendental régime
for the investment of social desire. Other principles, primarily concerned
with morality and punishment, but also with death and cruelty, are effect-
ive in this domain too.

Dispensing with psychoanalysis as the ontology for how a socius is con-
stituted, Deleuze and Guattari find it necessary to replace Freudianism
with a different ontology. The alternative — called ‘schizoanalysis’ or
‘nomadology’ — begins by refusing any kind of transcendental principle
purporting to serve as.the ground of the socius. In place of the logic of
necessity and continuity that characterised previous social ontologies,
Deleuze and Guattari opt for one that is marked by ruptures, limits,
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singularities, ironies and contingencies. Traditional logic displaces desire
as the motor driving the social megamachine. Schizoanalysis or nomadol-
ogy provide a new conception of experience and desiring-production,
emphasising forms of experimentation not constrained by the ego or
Oedipal structures, as well as the need to create new forms of collective (as
opposed to merely individual) liberation. Importantly, this kind of libera-
tion cannot be sponsored either by the State or capital.

Connectives

Capitalism
Desire
Earth/Land
Guattari
Psychoanalysis
Schizoanalysis

SPACE

Tom Conley

In a view of a port seen at night at the beginning of Jean-Luc Godard’s
Pierrot le fou (1965), one of Deleuze’s model films in his work on the time-
image, a voice quotes a passage from Elie Faure on Velasquez: ‘Space
reigns’. The remark could apply to all of Deleuze’s writings. For the
philosopher, space is what is at once created and exhausted or annihilated
in the creation of an event. Wherever philosophy creates events, it recoups
literature and the arts in general. In an important essay on Samuel Beckett,
Deleuze notes that space is rich in potentiality because it makes possible
the realisation of events. A given image or concept, when it is seen or
engaged, creates and dissipates space in the time of its perception. Space
is something that is at the edges of language. Deleuze calls the apprehen-
sion of space an ‘exhaustion’ of meaning. The artist dissipates meaning in
order to make space palpable at the moment it is both created and annihi-
lated. For both Godard and Beckett it could be said that the stakes are those
of ‘exhausting space’ (D 1997b: 163). Only then can it be seen and felt in
an event, in a sudden disjunction, that scatters what we take to be the
reality in which we live.

The almost mystical tenor of Deleuze’s work on space and the event
(especially in “The Exhausted’ in Essays Critical and Clinical) is explained
by what the historian of religion Michel de Certeau writes in a 1984 study
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of the invention of everyday life: Space is a discursive practice of a place.
A place is a given area, named and mapped, that can be measured in terms
of surface or volume. It becomes space only when it becomes a site of exist-
ential engagement among living agents who mark it with their activities or
affiliate with dialogue and active perception. Place in this sense is equiva-
lent to Deleuze’s concept of an espace quelcongue, ‘any-space-whatsoever’,
that is determined and given to be what it is without being inflected by a
user or a traveller. The task of the philosopher and artist is to take the most
innocuous or ineffectual of all places and to fragment (even atomise or
molecularise) or strip them of their potential. The task of the filmmaker is
to make visible these non-places before fracturing and dispersing them
through creative manipulation. Roberto Rossellini, in Passan (1947) or
Germany, Year Zero (1948) extends before the eyes of the spectator prolif-
erations of any-spaces-whatsoever, ‘an urban cancer, an indifferent surface,
a wasteland’ (D 1986: 212) that have as their counterparts the clichés of
everyday life, that his camera makes untenable and inhuman. Accordingly,
the task of the philosopher is to turn ‘commonplaces’ into matter for more
exhaustive speculation. Therein are engendered other spaces that can be
hypothetical and utopian or even virtual.

Space is elsewhere measured in Deleuze’s political writings according to
degrees of smoothness and striation. A ‘smooth space’ is one that is bound-
less and possibly oceanic, a space that is without border or distinction that
would privilege one site or place over another. It does not belong to a prelap-
sarian world from which humans have fallen (as Rousseau might argue), nor
is it utopian unless it can be thought of in conjunction with its ‘striated’
counterpart, a space drawn and riddled with lines of divide and demarca-
tion that name, measure, appropriate and distribute space according to
inherited political designs, history or economic conflict. Without bound-
aries or measure, smooth space is frequently affiliated with the unconscious.
It is ‘occupied by events or haecceities more than by formed and perceived
things’, and thus it is more a space of affects or sensations than properties
(D&G 1987: 479). It is defined by a flow of forces and hence is perceived
haptically instead of optically. It 1s ‘intensive’ where striated space is ‘exten-
sive’. A Body without Organs (BwQ) bears a surface of smooth space that
lacks zones or organs that have affective privilege over others. Striated space
is one where lines and points designate itineraries and trajectories.

Smooth space can be perceived in and through striated space, indeed what
is seen and experienced in the world at large, in order to deterritorialise given
places. In Deleuze’s lexicon that pertains to space and place, deterritorialisa-
tion and reterritorialisation are at the basis of most biological and philosoph-
ical activity. In this respect the nomad is the person or thinker who constantly
creates space by moving from place to place. The nomad, the philosopher,
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and the scientist and artist alike are capable of creating spaces through the
trajectories of their passages that move from one territory to another and
from given striations on the surface of the world to smooth and intensive
areas, areas that are tantamount to the folds and creases of events that vibrate
in the body, itself a place that can be affectively spatialised in infinite ways.

Connectives

Body without Organs
Deterritorialisation/Reterritorialisation
Nomadicism

Smooth space

Utopia

Virtual/Virtuality

SPACE + DIGITAL ART

Verena Conley

Open spaces, smooth spaces, absence of boundaries, speed, the firing of elec-
trons, blurrings of sexual or species boundaries, rhizomatic connectivities
and the creation of hybrids: all of these descriptives abound in Deleuze’s
writings and as a result they make him a favourite of digital artists. Deleuze
puts in question traditional concepts of space that, as res exfensa, served as a
passive background against which humans staged their dramatic actions.
When arborescence gives way to rhizomatic thinking, space can no longer be
separated from human actors. Space endowed with virtual qualities exists
between rhizomatic lines and is more intensive than extensive.

Rhizomatic thinking makes its way into the virtual spaces of computers
and digital art. It sets out to undo limits and collapse binaries — nature
versus culture, human versus machine, human versus animal, or human
versus cyborg — and creates new spaces. On their computers, network
digital artists experiment with connections between different species to
create hybrids and becomings. Like philosophers, many digital artists
question limits in order to destabilise the self that is defined by the position
it occupies or owns in the world. Working with Spinozist questions —
‘What can a body do?’ and ‘Where do the senses end?’ — digital artists undo
the barriers used to fix and define the ‘Self’. Digital artists question the
marked and finite body by disembodying it, by producing a Body without
Organs (BwO) and a machinic body of desire. A web of connectivity that
is perceived to be infinite opens onto new and other spaces. This web
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replaces a stable, finite self and increases the possibilities of becoming for
human beings. Digital art emphasises permanent flux, magnetic streams
and fluid desires. In virtual spaces, where experience is mediated through
the medium rather than nature, digital art creates hybrids and opens to
becomings. Simulation replaces representation. Emphasis is placed on
construction and not on finality. Networks are in incessant circulation,
making possible the creation of virtual spaces.

Digital art seems at times to be an extension of concepts that Deleuze
developed with Guattari in the context of information theory and biology.
The philosophers draw from Gregory Bateson’s notion of the world as a cir-
culation of differences along circuits that function as forebearers of com-
puter networks. Deleuze and Guattari allude repeatedly, though not in any
sustained way, to becomings through digital media, from new, computer
assisted subjectivities to the becoming radio or telephone. Writing at the
threshold of the digital age, they create virtual spaces that are derived from
philosophy as much as cybernetics and computer screens. If they see possi-
bilities of becoming through connections between humans and machines or
the creation of new spaces, they also flatly condemn the political abuses
through the world of the digital media and the internet. Technology, they
argue, can be liberating. It can help create and recreate a world that no
longer exists to be represented. It can break down barriers between human
and machine, It can open to new virtual spaces and infinite becomings. They
warn us that humans should not delude themselves: information science,
like every other science, is also constructed around order-words. It extracts
constants and discourages true becomings. Computers and the internet are
presently under the spell of finance capitalism, the latter deploys its order-
words to build barriers and arrest movements that it would otherwise be
unable to channel for its own ends. It extracts constants and helps consoli-
date a society of control. Spaces lose their virtual qualities.

Art, however, has the potential of escaping the capitalist economic
sphere as capitalism consolidates through control, whilst digital art experi-
ments in and with virtual spaces and, while unravelling boundaries at ver-
tiginous speed, it continuously creates and recreates new virtual spaces
through hybrid connections.

SPINOZA, BARUCH (1632-77)

Kenneth Surin

In the last few decades the writings of Louis Althusser, Etienne Balibar,
Pierre Macherey, Antonio Negri, Deleuze and others, have marked a
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resurgence of interest in the thought of Baruch Spinoza, in which
Spinoza’s materialist ontology has been used as a framework for con-
structing a matrix of thought and practice not regimented by the axioms
of Platonic metaphysics, the epistemology of René Descartes, and the tran-
scendental rationalism of Immanuel Kant and Georg Wilhelm Friedrich
Hegel. Also important for these thinkers has been the use of Spinoza as a
resource to reconceptualise some of Karl Marx’s more important cat-
egories and principles. Coupled with this resurgence has been a parallel
development in the area of more technical commentary on Spinoza, asso-
ciated primarily with the massive works of Martial Gueroult and
Alexandre Matheron. Deleuze himself dealt with Spinoza in two texts: his
1968 doctoral thesis Spinoza et le probléme de Uexpression (D 1992) and the
1970 shorter text Spinoza: Philosophie pratigue (D 1988c), though the
thought of Spinoza permeates all his works, including the texts co-written
with Guattari.

Deleuze views Spinoza as the first thinker to make judgements about
truth and virtue inescapably social. Hence, for Spinoza, notions of moral
culpability, responsibility, good and evil have no reality except in so far as
they stem from the disposition to obey or disobey those in authority. The
State cannot compel the individual as long as she is seen to obey, and so
Deleuze credits Spinoza with being the first philosopher to place thought
outside the purview of the State and its functions: Spinoza, says Deleuze
in Spinoza: Practical Philosophy, ‘solicits forces in thought that elude
obedience as well as blame, and fashions the image of a life beyond good
and evil, a rigorous innocence without merit or culpability’ (D 1988c: 4).
Life for Spinoza, since it cannot be constrained by the state or milieu
from which it emerges, is irreducibly positive: life cannot be enhanced if
it is trammelled by the interdictions of priests, judges, and generals
whose own lives are marked by an internal sado-masochism. Needless to
say, Deleuze’s use of Spinoza is inevitably selective. There are many
Spinozas, just as there are many Platos and Hegels, and Deleuze’s
Spinoza is a Spinoza read through the eyes of Friedrich Nietzsche, and
especially Nietzsche’s doctrine of the eternal return. For Nietzsche,
according to Deleuze, the eternal return means that one will be willing
to experience life over and over again in exactly the same way. Similarly,
where Spinoza is concerned, the person who will not be a victim of the
sad passions, the aspirant for beatitude, will be someone whose actions
cannot be an occasion for regret. In both cases, therefore, the individual
concerned will not want the terms under which she lives life to be any
different.

For Spinoza, there are two primary kinds of forces which diminish
life — hatred, which is turned towards the other; and the bad conscience,
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which is turned inwards. Only a new kind of life, capable of sustaining
experimentation and a new appetite for living, can overcome these nega-
tive and reactive passions. Spinoza’s works, primarily the Ethics, delin-
eate an intellectual framework (going under the name of an ‘ethics’) for
leading this new life. In this new ontology, a body is defined by its speeds
and slownesses, not its forms and functions, as it was in the age-old
Aristotelian metaphysics that dominated philosophy until the Enlighten-
ment. Also important in this ontology are the linkages between different
bodies, culminating in the forming of a nexus of connections, each con-
nection or set of connections proceeding with its own speed and slow-
ness. Knowledge understood in this way is essentially material and
contingent, since no individual knows ahead of time what their bodily
affects are and what they are likely to involve in relation to other individ-
uals and forces.

Deleuze and Guattari’s kinship with Spinoza stems from their percep-
tion that philosophy today has to come to terms with the emergence of new
knowledges that have been accompanied by the explosive rise of a whole
range of new sciences, based on the creation of ‘nonstandard’ logics and
topologies of change and relation, and typically devised to deal with situ-
ations that have the character of the irregular or the arbitrary (what
Deleuze and Guattari call ‘nomad thought’, ‘rhizomatics’, ‘schizoanaly-
sis’). These new logics and topologies concern themselves not only with
the structural principles of change and process, but also with surfaces, tex-
tures, rhythms, connections and so on, all of which can be analysed in
terms of such notions as those of strings, knots, flows, labyrinths, intensi-
ties and becomings. Spinoza is viewed by Deleuze as the pre-eminent pre-
cursor of this ‘nomad thought’, though clearly for them Leibniz, Nietzsche
and Bergson are also exemplary predecessors.

The appropriation of Spinoza’s thought by Deleuze (and Guattari) is
undeniably selective. There is a rationalism in Spinoza that is downplayed

in Deleuze’s interpretation of him, and while Spinoza was critical of State

power, he cannot easily be made to share the same theoretical premisses as
the anarcho-Marxism of Deleuze and Guattari. All this notwithstanding,
Spinoza’s rigorous immanentism and materialism, mediated in complex
ways by the thought of several other thinkers, are very much in evidence
in Deleuze’s oeuvre.

Connectives
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SPINOZA + ETHICS OF JOY

Constantin V. Boundas

Deleuze has often been praised for his (Stoic) commitment to the ethics of
the event — our becoming worthy of the event through the process of
counter-actualisation of that which is happening to us. But Deleuze has
also laid claim to an ethic of joy, the articulation of which is the result of
his many encounters with Baruch Spinoza. The nodal point that repre-
sents the linkage of this commitment is the Nietzschean affirmation of the
‘eternal return’ — the lynchpin of Deleuze’s ontology and the indispens-
able imperative of his ethics.

Deleuze thinks of desire as an affirmative, non-intentional intensity,
producing connections — real in their function and revolutionary in their
multiplicity. Deleuze’s desire is modelled after Spinoza’s conatus; it is
neither a ‘want’ nor ‘lack’ but the effort of an individual entity to persevere
in its own existence. Spinoza always thinks of conatus as being determined
by its capacity to affect and to be affected; it is not, therefore, difficult to
think of conatus as desire. Provided that we do not separate essence from
action, a conatus can be understood as the essence of an entity or its degree
of power. Actions themselves constitute a person’s affirmation of life and
his will to exist.

Spinoza speaks of an order of essences, that is, of an order of intensities,
within which all singular essences cohere and are mutually responsible for
each other’s production. In Deleuze’s work, this order helps him articulate
the virtual/real. But in Spinoza, there is also an order of organisation, with
its own laws eternally determining the conditions for the coming into being
and the endurance of singular entities. On this plane, arrangements are
made ad infinitum, but not every arrangement is compatible with the
others. Spinoza recognises an order of fortuitous encounters: bodies

“encounter other bodies and in some cases the singular arrangements of one
body are such that they ‘fit’ the singular arrangements of the bodies they
encounter; together they increase each other’s power of affectivity.
Sometimes however, some bodies are incompatible with others’ arrange-
ments, thus when they meet they decrease the power of one another.

Inan effort to think about desire as joy, Deleuze borrows from Spinoza’s
schema of intensities. To the extent that desire is not phantasmatic, desire
is the power that one has, which allows one to go as far as this power
permits: the power to annex being. Here the distinction between progres-
sive and regressive annexation becomes the urgent task of the ethicist.
Deleuze’s allegiance to Spinoza permits him to argue that the question of
the effort of the individual to maintain and prolong his existence is also
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a question of how to enable the maximum experience of active affects. The
order of fortuitous encounters does not give us an edge because it leads to
the formation of inadequate ideas — an inadequate idea being the idea
whose cause is not in our own power to understand. Nevertheless, even an
inadequate idea causes an affect, and an affect, whose adequate cause we are
not, is a passion. Conversely, an adequate idea finds its formal cause in our
power to think and to understand, and also generates an affect in us, an
affect whose adequate cause is our own power to think and is, therefore, an
action. In this case, we no longer count on accidental encounters to multi-
ply joyful passions.

An entire genetic phenomenology of the becoming-active of human
beings can be found in Spinoza’s Ethkics, and this is what inspires Deleuze’s
ethics of joy. We begin with passive desires/joys that increase our power to
act despite the fact that they are at the mercy of inadequate ideas. But,
then, thanks to these desires and passions, we begin to form common
notions, or adequate ideas. Active desire/joy accompanies the common
notions as our power to act increases. Finally, active joy replaces passions,
filling us with new capacities to be affected; this combination constitutes
the active life of the individual. In turn our capacity to understand sadness
and contrariety is enhanced, and as we develop a better understanding of
these affections our active joy increases.

At this time, the influence of Friedrich Nietzsche in Deleuze’s ethics of
joy 1s revealed: the pedagogy for the formulation of adequate ideas
becomes the process of the counter-actualisation of that which happens to
us. It is no longer the generality of the common notion that stands for the
cogitandum of practical reason; it is the event that must be grasped through
the process of counter-actualisation. The sadness in the state of affairs pas-
sively affecting us is transformed into a joyful affirmation of the event.
Passive affections are turned into active ones that are capable of transvalu-
ing and transforming states of affairs.

STATE

Kenneth Surin

Deleuze and Guattari have a conception of the State that is indebted to the
work of the anthropologist and anarchist Pierre Clastres. Clastres had
argued against the conventional evolutionist account of the emergence of
the State as a form of political and social organisation. According to this
traditional account, the State can develop only when a society reaches a
certain degree of complexity, evidenced primarily by its capacity to create
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and sustain a more sophisticated division of labour. Against this view,
Clastres argued the State is the condition for undertaking significant eco-
nomic and political projects and the division of labour that ensues from
these projects, and so logically and empirically the division of labour does
not condition economic and political projects. Deleuze and Guattari follow
Clastres in repudiating this evolutionist theory.

In Capitalism and Schizophrenia, Deleuze and Guattari view the State as
an overarching power that brings together labour power and the prior con-
ditions for the constitution of labour power, enabling the creation of
surplus-value. As a result, there is a constitutive antagonistic relation
between the State and labour, especially since the State supplies capital
with its models of realisation, and so there is also necessarily an antagonism
between capital and labour. Capital exists and perpetuates itself by organ-
ising itself to orchestrate and contain this proletarian antagonism. The
necessary concomitant of the State’s apparatuses’ capacity to engage in this
task of organisation is the production of surplus-value and facilitating
accumulation. As a result, capital and the State are under unceasing inter-
nal pressure to neutralise and contain the antagonism that, paradoxically,
is the very thing that enables it to exist. The assemblages created and main-
tained by the State and capital create a collective subjectivity which estab-
lishes the material aspects of the productive forces that generate
surplus-value and by so doing make production and accumulation possible.
Along with the formation of collective subjectivity goes the (State’s) power
of subjection.

The State’s capacity to engage in the formation of a collective subjectiv-
ity, needed to constitute labour as a productive force, does not remain the
same throughout history. The despotic State in early historical times used
slavery and serfdom with their accompanying forms of subjectivity for this
task; industrial capitalism used the figure of the mass worker and disciplin-
ary social formations; and today, in the age of a globalised and world-
integrated capitalism, the State is still needed to regulate the flows of
production and to reproduce the forms of accumulation. But this power of
domination is no longer mediatory, as was the case with the previous eco-
nomic dispensations, in as much as the State is no longer needed to create
and maintain classes and other social and economic subgroupings. Instead,
the function of the State/capital in the current phase of capitalist accumu-
lation is to engage in the work of disaggregation, to segment, through
administrative procedures and the use of media and informational systems,
the countervailing power that the proletariat has developed. Capital/ State
has a negative relationship to the forces and forms that oppose it.

In the present capitalist conjuncture, the authors of Capitalism and
Schizophrenia say that capitalism is an independent, worldwide axiomatic
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that is like a single City, megalopolis, or ‘megamachine’ of which the States
are parts, or neighbourhoods. Towards this end, capitalism will even create
States that are not viable, like Somalia and Rwanda, for its own purposes:
subjugating minorities through forced integration and extermination. In
the present conjuncture, that is, the age of the socicties of control (as
opposed to the disciplinary societies of the previous epoch), capital has
become the ubiquitous milieu that secures the isomorphism of even the
most disparate forms (commercial, religious, artistic, and so forth). In this
milieu, productive labour is inserted into every section of society: the uni-
versality of capital is simultaneous with the omnipresence of everything
that creates surplus-value, as human subjectivity, leisure and play, and so
on, are incorporated into the latest regimes of accumulation. Capitalism
has always striven to create an economic order that is able to function
without the State, and in its current phase this propensity has become more
marked than ever. However, for Deleuze and Guattari this is not because
the State itself has been abolished, but rather because the separation
between State and society can now no longer be maintained. Society and
State now constitute a single and unified nexus, and all capital has become
social capital. Hence the production of social cooperation, undertaken pri-
marily by the service and informational industries in developed countries,
has become crucial for capitalism. Deleuze and Guattari insist that the
deterritorialising effect of State/Capital merely produces an even more
powerful reterritorialisation, that is, State/Capital only breaches limits in
order to impose its own limits.

Connective

Capitalism

STRATIFICATION

Kylie Message

Deleuze and Guattari explain ‘stratification’ is an ongoing, rhizomatic
process that contributes to the line of emergence or becoming. This
process may (or may not) lead to our rejection of a unifying subjectivity
and embrace instead the forever-formative Body without Organs (BwO).
However, the process/term ‘stratification’ also refers to what is essentially
» an organising principle of sorts, whereby it assists writers in their attempt
actively to apply — or put into practice — their ideas (4 Thousand Plateaus
aims to put forth a series of ‘pragmatics’ rather than abstract theories).
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As such, the term provides both an organising form for discussion, as well
as the subject matter or content contained by that form.

The processes (rather than just the effects) of everyday experience are
invoked by Deleuze and Guattari in order to show interweaving journeys
between states of consciousness and unconsciousness that we both take and
make routinely and repetitively. These often forgotten journeys and the
non-cognitive decisions that accompany our movements are precisely
where a potential line of flight or becoming may be located, and in evoking
largely taken-for-granted State systems, all processes of becoming occur —
at least initially — within these systems.

In what is perhaps the most useful and accessible paradox of Plateau 3 of
A Thousand Plateaus, a primary point of discussion emerges as the relation-
ship between the production and reception of language (via theories of semi-
otics). As paradoxical meta-narrative forms, the chaotic principles motivating
maintenance of the concepts of the earth and God function to destabilise the
claims for truth or universality that are often associated with somehow more
seamless semiotic theories that attempt to provide a generalising explanation
for all aspects of reality. Instead, Deleuze and Guattari show that Janguage,
like all systems and all aspects of life, is constituted by a series of strata that
have been traditionally contained by physiochemical, organic or anthropo-
morphic categories. Straddling these fields, language affects every aspect of
the universe by contextualising them within a single sphere of interaction.

For Deleuze and Guattari, every articulation (or stratum) consists of
abstract and discrete components. In accord with this, language (and semi-
otics as the science of language) can clearly be seen as an organising principle
that presumes to make sense of our experience of these components that,
when combined, produce reality. However, while acknowledging that they
need to invoke the system they aim to critique (language must be used for
general communication to occur between writers and readers), Deleuze and
Guattari also show that linguistic terms or signifiers tend to be used in such
generalising and structural ways that they cease to function linguistically in
relation to a specific idea or field of content. As such, the signifier comes to
adopt instead a kind of physical or distinct independence and objecthood,
whereby the relationship between signifier and signified is further obliterated.

Deleuze and Guattari contend that all articulations are always already a
double articulation because they are constituted by the dual components of
content and expression. We can understand this to mean that strata come
in pairs and are themselves made up of a double articulation that can then
be recognised as molar and molecular (and bound by the third even more
variable term/line of nomadic), or which we may alternatively consider
through the terms of ‘expression’ and ‘content’ (these replace the
Saussurian concepts of ‘signifier’ and ‘signified’). However, as indicated by
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the more generally accepted breakdown in referential relations between the
signifier and signified, it is important to note that the layers, planes or dis-
crete strata of content or expression are arbitrary. There is no referential,
signifier-signified, or cause-and-effect relationship regulating their pro-
duction or existence, despite the fact that the layers may cooperate with
each other or bleed into one another in order to produce new strata or lines
_of deterritorialisation.

. The concept of ‘stratification’ is an attempt to promote a new kind of
thinking about the way language produces an image of reality (and is itself
reframed as a product of this same activity). Language is an important
point of focus because it is both a grand and minor narrative, and an organ-
ising as well as organised principle through which our subjectivity is only
ever provisionally contained.

Connectives

Becoming

Body without Organs
Lines of flight
Rhizome

Semiotics
Signifier/signified
Subjectivity

SUBJECTIVITY

Constantin V. Boundas

Deleuze abandons the old image of the subject as a fixed substance or foun-
dation stone, in favour of a subject that is the provisional outcome of
a process of subjectivation. The Deleuzian subject is an assemblage of het-
erogeneous elements whose source is not the interiority of the traditional
image of thought. Deleuze insists that subjectivity is not given; it is always
under construction.

At first glance, Deleuze’s shifting attitudes about subjectivity seem to defy
reconciliation. First, in Empiricism and Subjectivity he outlines that ‘a subject
is defined by the movement through which it is developed’ (D 1991: 85, 86).
Second, in the Dialogues he explains that there are ‘no more subjects, but
dynamic individuations without subjects, which constitute collective assem-
blages . . . Nothing becomes subjective but haecceities take shape according
to the compositions of non-subjective powers and effects’ (D 1987: 93). Last,
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in Foucault he writes that ‘the struggle for [modern] subjectivity presents
itself, therefore, as the right to difference, variation and metamorphosis’ (D
1988b: 106). The reconciliation of these positions hinges on our ability to
read each one of them as a separate answer to a distinct question.

In Empiricism and Subjectivity, Deleuze outlines that the intensive, inte-
grative act of our practical interest (extension of an initially intensive — yet
narrow — moral sympathy over those who are not our kin), together with the
associative rules of our speculative interest, make the organisation of sub-
jectivity possible. Far from establishing the seamless identity of the subject,
this organisation shows us that the subject’s constitution is a fiction, for the
subject is an entity out of joint (cracked). There would be no belief in the
subject without the (illegitimate and fictitious) belief in God and the World
— illegitimate, because neither God nor World can ever be objects of know-
ledge. Yet, these fictions act as the horizons of all possible beliefs, including
the (illegitimate and fictitious) belief in the subject and its unity.

For Deleuze in Difference and Repetition, the subject is the tensive
arrangement of many larval subjects. A self exists as long as a contracting
machine, capable of drawing a difference from repetition, functions some-
where. There is a self lurking in the eve; another in the liver; a third in the
stomach. A subject is the inclusive disjunction borne from the contraction
of all these selves.

In Capitalism and Schizophrenia, the subject’s recognition of itself as
subject is described by Deleuze and Guattari as ‘retrospective’. It emerges
not as the agent of selection but as an after-effect of desiring-production.
Capitalism and the isolation of the nuclear family from society that cap-
italism facilitates provide a perfect training ground for the ascetic subject-
ivity that capitalism requires. It also reproduces patriarchy by producing
hierarchically gendered subjects in accordance with specific values and
imperatives that thrive within the nuclear family.

Meanwhile, in The Fold a subject is that which comes to a point of view,
or rather that which remains at the point of view, provided that the point
of view is one of variation. It is not the point of view that varies within the
subject; on the contrary it is the condition through which an eventual
subject apprehends variation. A subject is a monad that includes in itself —
and also conveys — the entire World obscurely, by expressing clearly only
a small region of the world.

Deleuze and Guattari propose in Foucault that the inside is an operation
of the outside or a doubling up of the outside. Here, the subject is the result
of a process of subjectivation in accordance with four foldings. These are
as follows: first, the material part of ourselves; second, the folding of force;
third, the folding of knowledge; and fourth, the folding of the outside. A
person does not fold the forces composing them, without the outside itself
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also being folded, hence forming a self within a person. Folding is the
memory of the outside.

Further, the ‘other’ as it is discussed in The Logic of Sense makes possible
the categories of ‘subject’ and ‘object’. The other is the structure of all pos-
sible worlds: it inhabits the transitions from one object to another; it rela-
tivises distances and differences; it forms the background from which forms
rise up; and the other spatialises and temporalises. The intensive bracketing
of ‘the other’, therefore, is tantamount to the intensive bracketing of ‘the
Self’. The familiar world and the subjects that inhabit it, in the presence of
others, release and molecularise the elements and singularities that were pre-
viously sedimented and stratified inside them. The ideology of ‘lack’ and
negation that kept the subject’s desire captive is now shown to be the result
of socio-historical processes of subjectivation, rather than the irreducible
datum of subjectivity. What emerges after the bracketing of the other as
structure of all possible worlds is the ‘otherwise other’ — [‘autrement qu autre.

Connectives

Capitalism
Desire
Fold
Memory

SUBJECTIVITY + ART

Simon O’Sullivan

Deleuze has been portrayed as a philosopher of dissolution, as a thinker of
flows and intensities somehow ‘outside’ of, or ‘beyond’, the human. Indeed
a cursory reading of A Thousand Plateaus might lead one to suppose that
Deleuze and Guattari are interested in ‘escaping’ lived life. Certainly this
trajectory is there, perhaps most infamously in the notion of the Body
without Organs (BwQO), understood as a strategy that helps free us from
the strata that constitutes us 4s human (that is to say, in a particular con-
figuration). However Deleuze’s philosophy is also very much one of
caution, for it is never a question of wildly destratifying but of dosages, of
finding creative lines of flight that lead somewhere and from which one can

‘return’. Deterritorialisation always ends in a reterritorialisation and in fact

needs a territory from which to operate.
It is in this sense that Deleuze might also be understood as a construc-
tive philosopher. Certainly he is involved in the prodigious construction of
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Concepfs, as evidenced by this dictionary. However, we might also see him,
specifically in his collaborations, as being involved in the parallel project of
the construction, or production, of subjectivity. This is even more the case
with Guattari’s own work, which was always involved in thinking through
what Guattari called ‘resingularisation’: the potentiality for, and practical-
ities of, reconfiguring our subjectivities. For Guattari, as for Deleuze, this
is a pragmatic and specifically materialist project. Through involvement
with certain materials of expression, with groups and individuals, and
always with an ‘outside’ we can open up new universes of reference: new
ways of seeing and being in the world. For Guattari La Borde clinic oper-
ated as just such a site of transformation. It encouraged new relationships
and new experiences. At stake here was not the reintegration of a ‘cured’
individual into society, but an encouragement to become involved, to par-
ticipate, in one’s own processual self-creation. Whatever the successes or
failures of the clinic, we have here an interesting framework for thinking
those collaborative and collective art practices of today that might be seen
as producing communities and subjectivities in precisely this sense. This
field of expanded practice, or ‘relational aesthetics’ as it has become known
does not require spectators as such, but participants who are ‘transformed’
through their interaction with the practice.

We might recognise Deleuze’s Spinozism here. Indeed Baruch
Spinoza’s ethics involves a similar mapping to the above: the organisation
of one’s world so as to produce productive — that is joyfu/ — encounters.
Involving the coming together of two ‘bodies’ that essentially agree with
one another, such encounters have the concomitant result of increasing our
capacity to act in the world. We might call this a ‘rhizomatics of friend-
ship’, the latter understood in its broadest sense. For Spinoza, ethics
involves exploring what a body, in both the individual and collective sense,
is capable of that begins with ethical principles or guidelines, but ultim-
ately it produces an understanding of one’s self and world — and in fact a
certain overcoming of one’s separation from the world.

Perhaps the key factor preventing these transformations is hablt) Here
‘habit’ is taken to mean not just our daily routines but also our dominant
refrains and typical reactions to the world. In this sense aesthetics becomes .-
important. For naming as it does a ‘disinterested’ response to the world, aes-
thetics can operate as a rupture in otherwise dominant régimes of signifi-
cation and expression (the clichés of our being and indeed of our consumer
culture). Aesthetics here need not be a transcendent category, rather we can

_think of it simply as the generation of unexpected affects in and on the body.
This rupture can and does produce possibilities for resingularisation.

Another way of thinking this ‘tmmanent aesthetic’ is as involving a kind

of hesitation or gap between stimulus and response. In his use of Henri
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Bergson, Deleuze attends to this: the pause between action and reaction is
what constitutes the human as a particularly complex brain-body assem-
blage. This pause allows a certain amount of freedom and the possibility
for a more creative response to the world. Put differently, in today’s world
it is important to change speed, to slow down sometimes and even at times
to remain still. Art, in fact the contemplation of art, might have a role to play
here (this is also the sense in which meditation can be understood as a cre-
ative technology of self production). In some senses such an ‘aesthetic’ is
‘beyond’ subjectivity.

Throughout his work, Deleuze attends to those experiences that are
atypical and ‘non-ordinary’. For example, what happens to an individual in
a ‘world without others’? Here the interaction with the world takes on an
idiosyncratic and perverted character. The individual harnesses cosmic
forces and ‘becomes world’ as it were. Again this might be a name for certain
art practices from prehistory to today, those that allow access to a kind of
immanent beyond to the everyday, and to everyday consciousness. We
might say, then, that this is the aesthetic - and ritualistic — function of art
that always accompanies the latter’s ethical or indeed political character.

SUBSTANCE

Claire Colebrook

Deleuze might appear to be a purely inventive philosopher, avowedly cre-
ating concepts and vocabularies while rejecting the constraints of already
formed metaphysical systems. Certainly, he would seem to be a far cry from
the project of Martin Heidegger that approached Being through its philo-
sophical history. Central to Heidegger’s destruction of the history of phi-
losophy was the way in which the concept and grammar of ‘substance’ had
dominated thinking. In Difference and Repetition, Deleuze repeatedly refers
to Heidegger’s project of re-activating thinking, and part of this re-
activation depends upon avoiding the logic of a certain understanding of
substance. However, it is not only in his early works on the history of phi-
losophy but also in his later work with Guattari that Deleuze engages with
the concept of ‘substance’. There are two reasons for the importance of
this concept. Philosophically, the concept of susbstance goes back to the,
Greek term, Aypokeimenon, or that which underlies, and to the concept of
ousia, or that which remains present through a series of changes. We can
think of a substance that 4ex has various accidental qualities or predicates.
The history of metaphysics has therefore debated just what counts as
a substance, or that upon which all other properties depend. Deleuze takes
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part in, at the same time as he overturns this debate. For Deleuze, part of
this overturning is to think of substance, not as a noun — something that
is — but as an infinitive: not, “The tree is green,” but a power ‘to green’. So,
Deleuze accepts the function of substance — that from which differentiated
beings are expressed —but he does not see substance as some ultimate being
or entity, but as a power of creation and expression.

If we think of substance (as it is traditionally defined) as what exists in
itself before all relations, requiring no other being in order to be, then this
has two resonances in Deleuze’s philosophy. First, following Baruch
Spinoza, Deleuze argues that substance cannot be numerically several.
This is because Spinoza adopts the traditional definition of something that
exists i itself, but also says that substance 1s conceived through itself. We do
not need more than one substance — say, the substance of mind that will
represent or know the substance of matter. Substance — or what is —unfolds
in two modes: the mode of extension (or spatial matter) and the mode of
thought or mind. So there is just one substance that is then expressed both
in thought and in body. If there were more than one substance — say mind
and body (which is the Cartesian answer) — then we would have to explain
arelation between the two. But it is the very nature of substance to be inde-
pendent of its relation to anything else. Substance must then be one, but it
must also express itself differently. Indeed, real difference is only possible
on such an account. We should not, for example, think of different minds
as different substances. What is numerically several — all the different
minds in the world — is substantially univocal; each mind 1s an expression
of the one power of life to express itself in the attribute of mind; each is
a different mode of the one attribute. Because there is only one substance
we cannot say that mind is the origin or author of matter, or vice versa, all
dualisms are invalid and arise from mistaking the expressions of substance
— the relations unfolded from substance — for relations between substance.
No substance is the cause or ground of any other; there is just one univocal
substance that expresses itself infinitely, and cannot be reduced to any of
its expressions, effects or accidents. This allows Deleuze to think of sub-
stance in terms of powers or potentials. We cannot reduce life to already
effected relations, for there is alse a power or potential to produce relations.
In this sense, then, the metaphysical function of substance, as that which
exists in itself before relations, and through itself, forms a vital role in
Deleuze’s work.

In traditional metaphysics, a substance is whatever can exist without
requiring any other being in order to be. For instance, there cannot be
whiteness without some thing that is white; substance is the bearer of
predicates or properties. Deleuze’s philosophy is concerned with the
problem of substance, for the usual commitment to substance allows
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philosophers to establish an ultimate reality or ground — what really is —
before its different expressions or perceptions. Even more importantly,
God was established as the only true substance, while all other beings were
said to ‘be’ only by analogy. Against ontology and the notion of substance
as a preceding ground, Deleuze argues that all beings possess full reality —
whiteness, a memory, a smile, a potentiality — and are equally real and are
formally distinct while numerically one (that is, are truly different only
because there is only one substance and so nothing is a lesser being in rela-
tion to any other).

Connectives

Memory
Real
Spinoza

TERRITORY

Kylie Message

In A Thousand Plateaus, Deleuze and Guattari privilege ideas of spatiality
(evidenced by the privileged term of ‘plateaw’) and the geographies and
cartographies of movement, presenting these as an informal antidote to
history (here they can be distinguished from Michel Foucault). Even in
their geological discussions, history is presented as being subsumed within
the constitution of space; it is significant for the role that time plays in
movement across fields (in, for example, its relations of speed and slow-
ness), but not for its institutionalised mode of categorical dating.

Rather than denying the affectivity of history, Deleuze and Guattari
reject the universalising chronological grand narrative strategies that are
frequently associated with it. In their preference for lines of flight and
becoming, they critique history for being a tool of the unitary State appar-
atus. These lines are understood not only as a deterritorialising impulse,
but they also contribute to the spatial, material and psychological compon-
ents that constitute or deconstitute a society, group, or individual (those
apparatuses that comprise history as a lived, experiential assemblage of
events and circumstances). All these components help produce the concept
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of a ‘territory’ that concomitantly accompanies the concepts of ‘deterrito-
rialisation’ and ‘reterritorialisation’.

The concept of ‘territory’ evades easy categorisation because rather than
being a sedentary place maintaining firm borders against outside threat,
the territory itself is a malleable site of passage. As an assemblage, it exists
in a state of process whereby it continually passes into something else.
However, it also maintains an internal organisation. A territory is also an
assemblage that, as a necessary component of deterritorialisation, accom-
panies the concept of ‘nomadology’. A territory refers to a mobile and
shifting centre that is localisable as a specific point in space and time. It
does not privilege or maintain the nostalgic or xenophobic protection of
any particular homeland; instead, this centre (that may be more correctly
called a ‘vector’ because it can reside outside of the assemblage/territory)
expresses an experiential concept that has no fixed subject or object. It is
neither symbolic nor representational, and does not signify. As an assem-
blage, a territory manifests a series of constantly changing heterogeneous
elements and circumstances that come together for various reasons at par-
ticular times. Although a territory establishes connections from the areas
of representation, subject, concept and being, it is distinct from a fixed
image, signification or subjectivity. Through this, we can see that a terri-
tory is primarily marked by the ways movement occurs over the earth,
rather than by State borders. A territory is necessarily lived and produced
as a vague entity because of this desire to avoid categorisation by language
or other State apparatuses. Hence, it is closely connected to molecular —
cognitive and non-cognitive — modes of movement.

A territory does not simply hold back the process of deterritorialisation,
nor does it provide it with an opposing or dichotomous term (Deleuze and
Guattari contend that there is no need to leave the territory to follow a line
of deterritorialisation). Neither does a territory provide a base or originary
term (home) from which deterritorialisation may occur. Instead, it is a con-
stant accompaniment to (and even proponent facilitating) the lines of flight
deterritorialisation proposes.

In addressing the idea of territory, Deleuze and Guattari discuss many
examples, from the refrain of the birdcall (which they describe as a mode
of expression that both draws a territory and envelops into territorial
motifs and landscapes) to the role played by the artist’s signature, that
equates with placing a flag on a piece of land. However, they frequently
return to the relationship between territory and the earth in order to show
that the territory does not escape from maintaining its own organising
principle and structure. This example is used to illustrate that such a rela-
tionship is not dichotomous simply in the sense that one term can be
differentiated in a straightforward manner from the other. Instead, taken
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together, these terms show the magnetic pull that often works toward
accumulating a synthesis of apparently disjunctive terms. As such, territo-
ries cannot contain or encompass the earth, but neither can the earth be
fixed to a single territory. On the other hand, even though the earth
embraces all territories (as a series of molecular or nomadic moments col-
lected by the conjoining ‘. . . and . . . and . . . and’ logic that motivates it},
it is also the force of deterritorialisation and reterritorialisation since its
continuous movements of development and variation unfold new relations
of materials and forces (predicated on a relationship of speed and slow-
ness). So, in contrast to the specific or localisable time and place offered by
territories, the earth offers up an alternative complex assemblage (and
various productive lines of becoming or flight) — the Body without Organs.

Connectives

Body without Organs
Deterritorialisation/Reterritorialisation
Earth/Land

Lines of flight

Nomadicism

THEORY

Bruce Baugh

Deleuze’s most interesting thoughts on theory come in a discussion with
Michel Foucault, where he puts forward the following idea: ‘A theory is
exactly like a box of tools . . . It must be useful. It must function’ (D&F
1977: 208). A theory is something that we must construct as a response to
a problem, and if it ceases to be useful, then ‘we have no choice but to con-
struct others’. This approach to theory is inherently practical, although
Deleuze distinguishes between theoretical and practical activity, while at
the same time arguing that theory is neither a foundation for practices that
would merely apply universal theories to particular cases, nor the result of
a reflection on particular practices that extract universal norms from par-
ticular cases. Rather than being universal, a ‘theory is always local and
related to a limited field’. Extending theory to practice is not merely the
application of universal rules or theorems to particular cases, but a ‘relay’
to a ‘more or less distant field of practice’ in response to ‘obstacles, walls
and blockages’ within the theory’s own immanent domain. By ‘relaying’ to
practice as ‘another type of discourse’ with a different domain, theory uses
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practice as a way of overcoming its internal difficulties, making practice
serve as ‘a set of relays between one theoretical point and another’ (D&F
1977: 206). Conversely, theory can serve as a relay from one practice to
another, connecting one practical field to a different one in order to over-
come a practical impasse. In the latter case, theory does not represent or
‘speak for’ practice, any more than practice ‘applies’ theory: ‘there’s only
action — theoretical and practical action’ connected in networks and relays.
As an example, Deleuze refers to his and Foucault’s work with prisoners as
a way of connecting ‘official discourses of confinement’ to the discourse of
the confined themselves, a move that is simultaneously theoretical and prac-
tical. As Foucault puts it in the same dialogue, “Theory does not express,
translate, or serve to apply practice: it is practice’ (D&F 1977: 208).

Nowhere else does Deleuze offer such a postitive appreciation of theory,
which he usually downgrades in contrast with thought: “Thinking’s never
just a theoretical matter. It has to do with vital problems’ (D 1995: 105). Yet
thought shares many characteristics with what he said about ‘theory’ in the
dialogue with Foucault. Thought is a practical activity, work; philosophy,
specifically, is thought-experimentation through the creation of concepts,
each concept being a response to a problem whose conditions and scope the
concept helps define, and each concept being created in the midst of already
existing concepts which encounter impasses or blockages that require new
concepts as ‘bridges or crossroads’ enabling them to join up with other con-
cepts responding to problems subject to the same conditions (D&G 1994
27). ‘A concept lacks meaning to the extent that it is not connected to other
concepts and is not linked to a problem that it resolves or helps resolve’
(D&G 1994: 79). Problems necessarily change along with the changing con-
ditions of thought and action. Thought, then, is a strategy in the face of
problems, and seeks solutions through creating concepts, ways of thinking,
and a system of coordinates that dynamically relates thoughts and problems
to one another. On this conception, the ‘practice’ that serves as a relay
between one theoretical point and another is thought itself, and the singu-
lar theoretical points are concepts in the case of philosophy, affects and per-
cepts in the case of art, and functions in the case of science.

Deleuze’s pragmatic conception of theory also extends to his explan-
ation of Foucault’s distinction between the ‘classic’ intellectual, who ‘could
lay claim to universality’ in virtue of the writer’s social position being on a
par with jurists and lawyers who represent the universality of law, and the
‘specific intellectual’ who ‘tends to move from one specific place or point
to another’, ‘producing effects not of universality but of transversality, and
functioning as an exchanger’ between different theoretical fields, but in the
context of practical and political struggles (D 1988b: 91). The specific
intellectual’s expertise or theory is always local, expressing a fragmentary
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totality that is necessarily limited and necessarily runs up against impasses
or ‘walls’ that can be breached by a strategic relay or detour through other
theoretical fields. No intellectual, and no theory, can totalise the entire field
of knowledge and action. A theory multiplies and erupts in a totally
different area by finding ‘lateral affiliations and entire system of networks’,
or else it loses its efficacy (D&F 1977: 212). Transversal connections
between theory and practice on the part of specific intellectuals would
include nuclear physicists using their expertise to speak against nuclear
weapons; a transversal relay from one theoretical domain to another would
be Deleuze and Guattari’s strategic shift of Friedrich Nietzsche from phil-
osophy to ethnology in their own theoretical-political Anti-Oedipus (D&G
1983: 190~1).

Connectives

Concepts
Foucault

THOUGHT

Fohn Marks

In his earlier work, and in particular Difference and Repetition, Deleuze
talks of a dominant ‘Image of thought’ that he sets out to challenge, explor-
ing the possibility of a ‘thought without image’. The image that Deleuze
challenges is essentially dogmatic and moral. In this sense, it is represen-
tational in nature, in that it presupposes that ‘everyone knows’ what it
means to think, and that the only prerequisite for ‘thought’ is an individ-
ual in possession of goodwill and a ‘natural capacity’ for thought. René
Descartes, for example, presumes that everybody knows what is meant by
self, thinking and being. For Deleuze, this image of thought as cognito
natura is extraordinarily complacent. Instead, he claims that we think
rarely and more often under the impulse of a shock than in the excitement
of a taste for thinking. Genuine thinking is necessarily antagonistic towards
the combination of good sense and common sense that form the doxa of
received wisdom, and it frequently requires something more than the for-
mulations of common language. In general terms, Deleuze challenges the
assumption that thought has a natural affinity with the ‘true’. Instead, he
claims that thought is an act of problematisation. Thought may, in this way,
have a prophetic role in anticipating the forces of the future. It is, more-
over, able to bring out the ‘new’, as opposed to established values.
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Deleuze also argues that there is something that he calls an ‘image
of thought’ that changes through history. Works such as The Logic of
Sense, Proust and Signs and A Thousand Plateaus all contribute to the
study of images of thought, or ‘noology’ as Deleuze calls it. Noology is
different from a history of thought, in that it does not subscribe to
the notion that there is a narrative development in thought. It is not
the case that there is a sort of long-term debate in the course of which
either some ideas and concepts win the day, or disagreements are
eventually turned into consensus. This would be a history of thought as
the uncovering or construction of universals. Deleuze talks instead in
terms of ‘geophilosophy’; the superimposition of layers of thought.
Drawing on Friedrich Nietzsche’s concept of the ‘untimely’, Deleuze
suggests that what is new in a philosopher’s work remains new, and the
reactivation of these untimely elements is an important component of
Deleuze’s work.

As far ashoology is concerned, an image of thought is a system of coord-
inates or dynamics: a sort of map that shows how we orientate ourselves
within thought. One of Deleuze’s influences here is Martin Heidegger,
who claims that to think is to be under way, to be on a path that one must
clear for oneself, although one can have no certain destination in mind. For
Deleuze, we must initially make a decision as to our orientation in relation
to the vertical and horizontal axes. Should we stretch out, and follow the
‘line of flight’ on the horizontal axis, or should we erect vertical axes? In
other words, this constitutes a choice between immanence and transcend-
ence. If we choose transcendence, this entails a further choice to be made
between three types of ‘universal’: contemplation, reflection and commu-
nication. Immanuel Kant seemed equipped to overturn the Image of
thought, but ultimately he was committed to an orientation in which
thought would have an upright nature.

Deleuze claims that philosophers tend to invent ‘conceptual personae’
who will help the philosopher in question to negotiate and establish a new
image of thought that springs from a series of intuitions. The conceptual
persona functions something like the detective in crime fiction. He is the
everyman who must orientate himself within the image of thought. So, for
example, Deleuze shows how the ‘rational’ man of scholastic thought is
replaced by the Cartesian ‘idiot’, who is later replaced by the Russian
‘idiot’. This ‘underground man’ has what Deleuze calls in a characteristic-
ally wry statement, the ‘necessary modesty’ nof to manage to know what
everybody knows. He is like a character in a Russian novel, paralysed and
stupefied by the coordinates of problems that do not correspond to repre-
sentational presuppositions. Thought may not have a history, but it does
have a dramatis personae.
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This approach to thought leads Deleuze to value and promote the
‘private thinker’, as opposed to the ‘public professor’. The model for this
sort of thinker is Baruch Spinoza, who pursues a frugal and itinerant
lifestyle, and is in this way able to avoid the pitfall of confusing his purpose
with that of the State or religion. Rather than a model of opinion and con-
sensus, Deleuze prefers what he calls a ‘nomadic’ or ‘clandestine’ form of
thinking. The only form of ‘communication’ that is suitable to the
contemporary world is the Nietzschean arrow or Adorno’s ‘message in
a bottle’. Thought is fired like an arrow, in the hope that another thinker —
a ‘friend’ — may pick up the arrow and fire it in turn.

Connectives

Lines of flight
Nomadicism
Noology
Spinoza

TIME-IMAGE

Tom Conley

The time-image is what tends to govern cinema from the end of World
War II until the present. It is the title of the second or dexter panel of
Deleuze’s historical taxonomy of film. It designates images that Henri
Bergson qualified as imbued with duration: a component of time that is
neither successive nor chronological. Seen less as matter than felt as pure
duration time-images relate a change in the configuration of the world.
They draw attention to the qualities of their own optical and aural proper-
ties as much as the signs or matter they represent. They tend not to favour
narrative or beg the spectator to identify with their content. For Deleuze
the time image is apt to be read — it is a legible image — as much as it is seen
or given to visibility. It prompts the spectator to think through the signs
with which it articulates narrative matter.

In the régime of the movement-image, intervals are vital to the percep-
tion of motion, sensation, affection and change; in the time-image, per-
ception becomes a ‘perception of perception’, offering a shift of emphasis
that is witnessed in the image itself rather than the linkages (or cuts)
between images. What this means is that when montage, the foundation of
classical cinema, loses its hold time begins to be increasingly spatialised.
For instance, in fi/m noir the past or narratives that tell a person’s life-story
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through his or her point of view is shown in flashbacks. This classical
device gives way, in the era of the time-image, to a perpetual duration that
cannot be located in one moment or another. Memory elides temporal dis-
tinction in ways such that only ‘is it in the present that we make memory,
in order to make use of it in the future when the present will be past’
(D 1989: 52). The time-image frequently becomes a site of amnesia where
waves of action turn the world at large into a matrix in which personages
seem to float indiscriminately. Certain films, such as Jean Renoir’s La régle
du jeu (1939) or Orson Welles’ The Lady from Shanghai (1946), suggest that
subjectivity can only be felt through the perception of time: humans, be
they spectators or characters in film are determined by the environs of time
in which they are held. Deleuze calls the effect that of a ‘time-crystal’; a
way of being that is discovered in a time inside of the event that allows it
to be perceived. In La régle du jeu the time-crystal might be the illuminated
greenhouse or the chateau in which the characters are held. In Welles’ film
it would be the hall of mirrors in which the characters shatter the narra-
tive to pieces.

The time-image (and its crystals) is often discerned in deep focus pho-
tography, the model par excellence for Renoir and Welles, for whom
montage is folded into the spatial dynamics given in a single take. Yet it
acquires legibility in Godard’s cinema, such as Pierrot le fou (1965) in
which a ‘depth of surface’ is created by patterns of writing or abstract
forms painted on walls against which human players seem flattened. Time-
images are seen in nappes or ‘sheets’ in what Deleuze calls ‘mental car-
tographies’ of cinema (D 1989: 121). In Alain Resnais’ Hiroshima mon
amour (1959) the past is a matte surface on which traumatic memory-
images are reflected and meld into one another. Time is bereft of dates,
thus inhering in the body and soul of the two lovers estranged in the places
where they happen to meet.

In this continuum, cinema becomes a site where thought itself acquires
a force of becoming unknown to historical time. It is a power of the
irrational or unthought that is essential to all thinking: something incom-
municable, something that cannot be uttered, something undecided or
undecidable. Where the movement-image represented time, the time-image
is ‘no longer empirical, nor metaphysical; it is “transcendental” in the sense
that Kant gives the word: time is out of joint and presents itself in the pure
state’ (D 1989: 271). Through the concept of the time-image Deleuze
(with Guattari) notes that the question at the basis of all film theory —
‘What is cinema?’ — that André Bazin posed turns into the question ‘What
is philosophy?’. The time-image demonstrates that cinema is a new prac-
tice of images and signs for which philosophy is summoned to construct a
theory and a conceptual practice. Thus, with the corresponding concept of
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the movement-image an enduring inquiry into the nature of cinema is set
in place.

Connectives

Becoming
Cinema

Duration

Event

Memory
Movement-image

TRANSCENDENTAL EMPIRICISM

Cliff Stagoll

Empiricism refers to the view that the intelligible derives always from
the sensible, whilst transcendentalism assumes that experience must rest
upon some logically necessary foundation. The former position is typified
by the work of David Hume, who argued that ideas of consciousness are
derived just from sensory impressions, and that any test of sound reason-
ing should refer to the nature of the connection between the two. On this
view, ideas and philosophical concepts can never found or logically precede
sense perceptions.

In theorising the human subject, Immanuel Kant developed perhaps the
best known form of transcendentalism. He sought to identify all of the con-
ditions of the posstbility of attaining distinctively human knowledge. It is
only because humans possess particular cognitive capabilities, he argues,
that we experience the world as we do and are able to make claims about the
world as it appears a priori. This set of capabilities — the ‘forms’ of sens-
ibility, understanding and reason — is universal and logically necessary for
human knowledge. On Kant’s account, without time and space, a range of
basic concepts of reason (such as modality, quantity and quality), and ‘Ideas’
founding a kind of rational faith, there would be no knowledge of the kind
evident in the human experience of the world. As such, the categories and
conditions uncovered by Kant are claimed to be true of a// selves.

According to Deleuze, this argument fails on two counts. First, it does
not account for differences between whatever one knows of a phengmenon
in advance and what one learns about it 4 pesteriori. Second, Kant con-
ceives of experience only in terms of re-presentation and consistencies in
mental functioning from time to time and person to person. As such,
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Deleuze argues, transcendental deduction reproduces the empirical in
transcendental form and then shields it from further critique. The Kantian
subject, for instance, is constructed as an explanation for how diverse
experiences are synthesised and unified, and then employed as the essen-
tial precondition for any human experience whatsoever.

Deleuze’s description of his philosophy as a transcendental empiricism
is a challenge to these positions rather than a unified counter-theory. In
contrast to transcendentalism, Deleuze seeks after the conditions of acrual
rather than all possible experience. These conditions are not logically
necessary, but contingent upon the nature of experience as it is lived.
Therefore, for Deleuze as for Hume, philosophy must begin with the
immediate given - real conscious awareness — without presupposing any
categories, concepts or axioms. Only then should it begin to develop con-
cepts that might refer to objects and their relations, perceptions and their
causes, or any of a range of psychological or physiological relations evident
in consciousness. It is precisely the actuality of the empirical and the pri-
ority accorded real experience that, for Deleuze, are ways of avoiding tran-
scendentalism’s imprecision and universalising abstractions.

Deleuze’s approach is a transcendental empiricism because it is an
attempt to deduce the conditions of the possibility of conscious experience
(such as the apparent conscious immediacy to which one refers when
saying ‘I’). Reality as it is experienced does not reveal the preconditions of
experience and, because such elements are inaccessible to consciousness,
they necessitate transcendental, deductive study of their implicit condi-
tions. Unlike Kant, Deleuze does not conceive of these unthought condi-
tions as abstract or necessary philosophical entities, but as contingent
tendencies beyond the reach of empirical consciousness. As such, he pre-
sumes no being or subject who experiences. Deleuze finds that the ‘I’ only
ever refers to contingent effects of interactions between events, responses,
memory functions, social forces, chance happenings, belief systems, eco-
nomic conditions, and so on that together make up a life. By taking a
different approach to the transcendental philosophers and moving beyond
a view of empiricism based upon just the epistemological relationship
between ideas and sense impressions, Deleuze shifts the philosophical
focus from determining a foundation of likeness amongst humans to
revealing and celebrating the contingency, dissimilarity and variety of each
individual life.

Connectives

Actuality
Hume
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Kant
Real
Virtual/ Virtuality

TRANSCENDENTAL EMPIRICISM + POLITICS

Bruce Baugh

Deleuze often quoted Alfred North Whitehead’s dictum that the abstract
does not explain, but needs to be explained. This thought stands at the
basis of both Deleuze’s transcendental empiricism that searches for the real
conditions of actual experience rather than for the abstract conditions of
any possible experience, and of his politics. Empiricism wants to hold onto
the concrete richness of experience, and to resist abstract universals by
insisting on the situated and historical nature of the conditions of experi-
ence. Deleuzian politics likewise insists on the singularity of experiences
and practices, rather than merely seeing these as either instances of somé
universal rule or exceptions to the rule. Yet, in contrast with classical
empiricism and liberalism, transcendental empiricism holds that the
empirical is not composed of discrete givens, but of concrete particulars
(individuals, groups) defined by the history of their contingent and actual
relations with other beings. Against idealism and Marxism, transcenden-
tal empiricism sees all supposedly necessary universals and structures as
being either causally or logically dependent on contingent particulars, and
thus as themselves contingent.

Classical empiricism (John Locke, George Berkeley, David Hume)
holds that universal class terms, predicates and relations (‘dog’, ‘black’,
‘next to’) are derived through abstraction from particular experiences,
and linked together through habits of association based on the ‘constant
conjunction’ of those experiences; unlike in Plato, universals have no
independent standing, and particulars do not depend on universals.
Classical liberalism (Thomas Hobbes, John Stuart Mill and John Locke)
similarly holds that aggregates such as ‘society’ and ‘the State’ are
nothing over and above the individuals which compose them, and so are
dependent on individuals, rather than the reverse. The ‘independence’ of
individuals in classical liberal theory is the basis of its demand for indi-
vidual rights and liberty, understood as freedom from the coercion of
society or the State.

Although Deleuze agrees that the universal depends on the particular,
he rejects the ‘atomism’ of experiences and of individuals. For Deleuze,
sensations are not ‘givens’, but must be explained by conditions involving
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a complex and mostly unconscious set of relations among different bodies’
powers of acting and reacting. Similarly, individuals are conditioned not
just by other individuals with whom they interact, but by factors common
to all of them (language, social relations, biological structures, technology).
Liberalism’s ‘individual’ is superseded by what Deleuze calls an ‘assem-
blage’ (agencement): a conjunction of a number of persons, forces and cir-
cumstances, capable of its own collective experiences and actions. Rather
than the rights and liberties of individuals, power or agency is the prime
concern of Deleuzian politics. Rather than universal principles being the
criteria by which practices are evaluated, practices are judged entirely with
respect to whether their effects increase or decrease someone’s or some-
thing’s power of acting. Principles emerge as a reflection on how much
certain practices increase or decrease agency, as an a posieriori generalisa-
tion, rather than an a priori necessary condition.

Like Deleuze, Marxism also argues that social relations — particularly eco-
nomic relations — condition individual experience and agency. Yet, unlike
classical Marxism, Deleuze does not believe that ‘classes’ are basic units of
analysis, or that the economic base is more fundamental than the ideological
superstructure. Social and economic structures, forms of thought, norms of
action, are all produced through particular and contingent conjunctions of
desires, actions and affects, and are all part of an assemblage in which each
element is conditioned by all the others. ‘Classes’ are abstract in relation to
assemblages that are not just subdivisions within classes, but can cut across
different socio-economic classes. To some extent, classical Marxism retains
the precedence of abstract universals over singular assemblages that —
whether the universal be a class, a party, the State or history — suppresses cre-
ativity and blocks the emergence of the new. Subjection to higher universals
cuts off assemblages from their power and is always reactive.

Transcendental empiricism would be the basis of a politics of positive
individuality and difference, valorising agency and creative power, but
mindful of the oppressive conditioning of individuals and our voluntary
servitude to universal norms,

TRANSVERSALITY

Adam Bryx and Gary Genosko

A critical concept for literary criticism, ‘transversality’ is introduced by
Deleuze in the second edition of Proust and Signs. The concept concerns
the kind of communication proper to the transversal dimension of
machinic literary production. Transversality defines a modern way of
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writing that departs from the transcendent and dialectic presuppositions
of the Platonic model of reminiscence, and envisions an immanent and sin-
gularising version instead.

Also termed an ‘anti-Jogos style’, transversality assembles heterogeneous
components under a unifying viewpoint, which is far from totalising. Unlike
the Platonic counterpart that strives to imitate the Idea and thus reproduce
what is both stable and transcendent, Proust’s reminiscence departs from
subjective associations and culminates in an originating viewpoint. The cri-
tique of Plato centres on the issue of intelligence always coming before, where
the disjunctive use of faculties merely serves as a prelude for the unifying
dialectic found in a single logos. The disjunctive use of faculties in Proust is
unhinged from this transcendent and dialectic mode!, and works on an
immanent principle where intelligence always comes afier.

The transversal dimension of fiction fundamentally counters the prin-
ciples of the world of attributes, logos, analytic expression, and rational
thought with the characteristics of the world of signs and symptoms, pathos,
hieroglyphs, ideograms and phonetic writing. Where order has collapsed in
states of the world, the viewpoint provides a formula by which fiction can
constitute and reconstitute a beginning to the world. Such a beginning is
necessarily singularising; the transversal dimension or the never-viewed
viewpoint draws a line of communication through the heterogeneous pieces
and fragments that refuse to belong to a whole, that are parts of different
wholes, or that have no whole other than style. The ephemeral images, mem-
ories and signs of the odours, flavours and drafts of particular settings are
swept along at various rhythms and velocities in the creation of the non-
totalising transversal dimension of fiction that is not reproductive, imitative
or representative, but depends solely on its functioning.

Deleuze finds third parties that will communicate aberrantly between
partitioned partial objects of hermaphroditic bodies and plants. The
famous apiarian bestiary of Deleuze shows itself here. But the pollinating
transversal insect is not simply natural or organic, for that is a trope of the
logos. Rather, it is a line of passage, a zig-zagging flight, or even the narra-
tion of involuntary memory, that productively transverses. Transversality
is machinic. The literary machine produces partial objects and resonances
between them. The fore-mentioned viewpoint, understood as an essential
singularity, 1s superior to the partitioned objects, yet not beyond them, for
the self~engendering literary machine works in and upon itself.

Connectives

Guattari
Psychoanalysis
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TRANSVERSALITY + GUATTARI, FELIX

Gary Genosko

“Transversality’, is a core critical concept introduced by Guattari in a con-
ference paper “Iransversality’ in 1964 and published in Psychanalyse et
transversalité. The concept of ‘transversality’ is used as a therapeutic and
political tool by Guattari in his analytical critique of experimentation with
institutional formations of subjectivity at Clinique de la Borde in Cour-
Cheverny, France, where he worked from 1955 to his death in 1992,

Guattari reintroduced social demands, problems and realities into the
analytic encounter. Guided by Sigmund Freud’s remarks on the funda-
mentally social being of individuals in the survival of sources of anxiety
beyond the stages of psychogenesis, Guattari considered the object of
institutional analysis to be outside both family, linguistic structure and
Oedipal myth. The problem of social reproductions of superegos (political
leaders, for example, despite their actual influence) as constant sources of
anxiety in advanced industrial societies (capitalist and socialist) led
Guattari provisionally to ‘arrive at a modification of the Superego’s
“accommodation” of data by transmuting this data in a kind of new “ini-
tiatic” reception, clearing from its path the blind social demand of a certain
castrative procedure to the exclusion of all else’ (G 1972: 75). The goal is
to bring about acceptance of new data, rather than interminable castration
anxiety precipitated by every superego figurehead, primarily by establish-
ing new demands and setting up innovative points of reference within
existing attachments to institutions. Guattari’s therapeutic focus shifted
away from the dual analysis of psychotherapy and onto ‘real patients where
they actually find themselves’ in clinical settings. This directly challenged
innumerable inherited analytic methods.

Guattari foregrounds institutional attachments by analysing groups.
The desire of a de-individuated subject, understood as a group or collective
assemblage of heterogeneous components freed from abstract determin-
ations such as the archaic inheritances of Freudian analysis, or the official
objects that support the symbolic order (defined by Jacques Lacan, D. W.
Winnicott, and Melanie Klein) 1s understood through critical analyses of
the organisational textures of actual groups.

Guattari distinguished non-absolutely between subject (actively explor-
ing self-defined projects) and subjugated groups (passively receiving
directions), each affecting the relations of their members to social
processes, shaping their potential for subject formation, the amount of risk
they can tolerate, and how they can use such groups. The modification of
alienating fantasies would permit creativity, remove inhibitions, and
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encourage the self-engendering of group-subjects, whereas a subject-
group could decay into a subjugated group through bureaucratic auto-
mutilation by reversing its transversal potentiality.

Guattari set about experimenting with ways to heighten and maximise
an institution’s ‘therapeutic coefficient’ by unfixing rigid roles, thawing
frozen hierarchies, and opening hitherto closed blinkers. He accomplished
this through an institutional technique called ‘the grid’, a complex, rotat-
ing system of tasks and responsibilities that he developed with colleague
Jean Oury (‘La grille’[1987] 1998). This role redefinition scrambled exist-
ing relations of power between doctors and nurses, interns and nurses,
nurses and patients, medical and non-medical staff, bureaucrats and
unions, hospital bureaucracies and State funding bodies.

Transversality replaced the psychoanalytic concept of transference
(movement of positive and negative affect back and forth from patient and
doctor). Guattari placed rapport in a collective clinical context beyond the
dual analytical situation. If transference is the artificial relation in which
the unconscious becomes conscious, transversality is the measure of an
institution’s influence on all its denizens. It is the group’s unconscious,
which entails that a descriptive analytics of overt power relations and
objective laws inscribed in either vertical (pyramid) or horizontal (field of
distribution) terms is insufficient. This is an unconscious that perfuses the
social field and history.

Transversality:

‘tends to be realised when communication is maximised between different levels
and above all in different directions. It is the object toward which a subject-group
moves. Our hypothesis is this: it is possible to modify the different coefficients of
unconscious transversality at different levels of an institution. (G 1972: 80)

Among a group of interns there may exist great potential for transver-
sal relations. As a group, interns normally have little real power, work long
hours, are dangerously tired, and so on. Their high level of transversality
would remain latent to the extent that its the group’s institutional effects
would be extremely limited. It is not an easy task to find the group that
actually holds the key to ‘regulating the latent transversality of the entire
institution’; objectively weak interns may engage in intimate and authen-
tic relations among themselves or with nurses which have therapeutic
effects for patients. Transversality in an institution is thus uneven. But this
is the task of institutional analysis: to locate the group’s unconscious desire
in relation to every member’s attempt to negotiate it. “The grid’ made it
possible to analyse actual relations of force by providing a context in which
the transversal dimension of the institution could be reached.
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TRUTH

Fames Williams

Deleuze’s work is opposed to the coherence theory of truth and to the
correspondence theory of truth. The first claims that the truth of a propos-
ition depends on its coherence with some other propositions. The second
claims that the truth of a proposition depends on its correspondence to
some objective facts. So a proposition is either true due to certain logical
relations or due to a relation to things in the world.

For Deleuze, both theories are wrong-headed from their very premisses.
That is, propositions are false simplifications of reality and cannot be
bearers of truth in any significant sense. Objective facts do not exist and
cannot be identified or shown, because real things are limitless and always
caught in endless processes of becoming. To abstract from these processes
is to give a false image of reality.

So, in contrast to the two traditional and dominant theories of truth,
Deleuze defines truth in terms of creativity and construction. We create
truth in complex constructions of propositions and sensations that express
the conditions for the genesis and development of events. Truth then
would not be a property of single propositions in a book or in a paper. It
would be a property of a series of them through a work as it captured and
changed our relation to the events expressed in the work.

Deleuze is apt to mock philosophical theories based on simple prop-
ositions that say little of the world. According to him, it is a mistake to
begin an enquiry about truth with abstracted propositions such as “The
cat is on the mat’. Instead, truth only appears in more complex works
such as a series of paintings or literary and philosophical works. It is a
mistake to think that the truth of such works depends on the truth of
their components because the significance of the components only appears
when they are in context.

It is not so much that simple propositions have no relation to truth at all.
It 1s rather that truth is a matter of degrees. The more a work, or a prop-
osition in a work, expresses about reality and the inter-relation of all things,
and the more a work creates with that inter-relation in order to be able to
express it, the more truth it will carry. This carrying is itself a matter of the
transference of significance and intensity in the event, rather than a repre-
sentation of it.

Thus, to say something is true is not to say something verifiable in some
way, but to say something that vivifies and alters a situation. A poem about
World War I that makes us sense it and live through and with it in a different
way is truthful. A statistic about the war that is not accompanied by
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sensations and transformations is not truthful. The less statistics transform
and give us signs of the deeper ideas and intense sensations at work in the
war, the less truthful they are.

This means that Deleuze is caught in a difficult position of opposing
concepts of truth, but without being able to say that we can somehow move
beyond truth or stop using the concept at all. In Nietzsche and Philosophy,
he notes how truth and the search for truth fixes worlds, in the sense of
setting down truths that become immutable and settled representations of
states of things. Instead, truth should be a destructive and transforming
process. Similarly, traditional concepts of truth turn us away from the
world, in the sense of searching for truths that are not here or missing;
whereas, for Deleuze, truths are always latent and it is a matter of drama-
tising them, of bringing them out and allowing them to transform us,
rather than a matter of projecting ourseives into an identifiable truthful
future.

Again following Friedrich Nietzsche, Deleuze sees truth as necessarily
involved in moral presuppositions. Truth is associated with the morally
good and it is assumed that through truth we arrive at the moral good. For
Deleuze this cannot be the case because both the moral good and truth are
part of a struggle between different values with no external way of divid-
ing them into true and false, good and evil. Instead, the good and the true
are relative to different attitudes to life — where Deleuze and Nietzsche seek
those that affirm becoming over being, transformation (or transvaluation)
over identity and sameness.

In Cinema 2, Deleuze extends this view of truth as becoming and part of
the complex struggle for life, by pointing out that there are no simple
oppositions of the true and of the false. This is already an idea from his
Difference and Repetition, where the false can have an affirmative power
and where the deep opponent of both the true and the false (and life) is
stupidity — defined as the desire for simple oppositions, for common sense
and for transcendent life-denying values. Thus, in Cinema 2, Deleuze
emphasises the variation of truth over time and hence the power of false-
hoods to vary those truths (any given settled series of truths must be chal-
lenged by falsehoods from their angle, but truths from a different one).
Falsehoods, for example in cinematic narration, have the power to reveal
different and more affirmative views of life.

It could be objected that when Deleuze moves away from truth as an
arbiter of propositions, it is as if he does not care about facts and logical
necessity. That is not the case. He believes that facts and logical necessity
have roles to play, but these are secondary to a much higher vocation for
truth; which is to reveal deep connections between all things and to allow
us to live up to the events that make and transform us. In this respect,
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a temperature reading has some importance but a film capturing the
significance of the cracking ice-caps is more truthful.

Connectives

Difference
Nietzsche

U

UEXKULL, JACOB VON (1864-1944) — refer to the entries on

‘becoming + music’ and ‘deterritorialisation/reterritorialisation’.

UNCONSCIOUS - refer to the entry on ‘psychoanalysis’.

UNIVOCAL

Claive Colebrook

According to one of Deleuze’s most important critics, Alain Badiou, ‘uni-
vocity’ 1s the central concept of Deleuze’s project. In Difference and
Repetition, Deleuze describes an alternative history of philosophy com-
prising those philosophers daring enough to think of being as univocal:
John Duns Scotus, Baruch Spinoza and Friedrich Nietzsche. If philoso-
phy has been dominated by Platonism, this is because being has been
deemed to be equivocal: only one being truly is, while other beings are
dependent, secondary, either not truly substances or different types of
substance. Mind is elevated above matter; original is elevated above copy;
the actual is the privileged and proper locus of the potential; only the actual
is real or proper being, while the potential cannot be said to be in the same
sense. Against this equivocity, Deleuze argues for univocity: no event or
phenomenon is more real than any other. There is only one being: percep-
tions, anticipations, memories and fictions are as real as atoms, universals,
concepts or bodies. From his history of univocal philosophers, Deleuze
empbhasises three revolutionary ideas.
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From Duns Scotus, Deleuze insists that oniy with univocity can there
be real difference. If there is only one being then we cannot relate
differences — say, differences of colour — as differences of some grounding
neutral being, a being which is, and which then has secondary or less real
qualities. Rather, each difference is fully real: each shade of a colour, each
fleck of light, each sound or affect is fully real and therefore different in
itself, not merely a different way in which some other subtending being
is grasped. From Spinoza’s univocity, Deleuze articulates the concept of
immanence. If there is only one substance then there cannot be a creat-
ing God outside creation; the divine is nothing outside its expression.
Mind and matter are, accordingly, not two distinct substances; nor does *,
one depend on or derive from the other. Mind and matter are attributes
of the one divine substance and each body — such as a human body - is
just one expression or mode of the attribute of mind and the attribute of
matter.

There is not some transcendent being which then creates or grounds
different beings, beings that can be said to be only by analogy. Each being
is fully real and is so because it just is the expression of the divine sub-
stance, which is nothing outside its expressions. Immanence follows from
univocity precisely because the commitment to one substance precludes
any point outside being; everything that is is equally, possessing full
reality.

From Nietzsche, Deleuze’s favoured philosopher of univocity,
Deleuze affirms the concept of ‘eternal return’. There is only one being
but this does not mean that there cannot be radically new events and
futures. On the contrary, eternal return and univocity preclude the idéa
that a state of completion or rest will ever come about. We should neither
wait nor hope for a better world, nor should we imagine an apocalyptic
break with this world in order to achieve a radical future. If there is only
one being then all life, all futures, all events, will be actualisations of this
immanent life, which in all its virtual power can continually create and
differentiate new experiences. Eternal return describes a future that is
positive because it repeats and affirms this life. There are two ways in
which this one immanent life can be affirmed univocally. The first would
be a biologist or vitalist account, whereby life could be identified with the
actual, material being that already exists — nature as it is commonly
understood; if this were so then futures, events and becomings would
already exist in potential and would then unfold. So we could say, for
example, that the potential that created William Shakespeare would,
eventually, produce another Shakespeare. After all, there is only one life,
and all potential would eventually be repeated. But this is where
Deleuze’s conception of life differs from a grounding on actual life.
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Imagine that we were to find some of Shakespeare’s DNA and were to
clone Shakespeare; we would not have a Renaissance bard who would
then write Hamlet. Why? Because this would only be possible in an
equivocal life; one where life in all its becoming and difference was
submitted to pre-given forms, ‘a Shakespeare’ would have had to
emerge. But because life is univocal, because there is no form, idea or
principle that governs or grounds life, all we have is the potential for
difference and variation. Cloning would not produce life’s effects; indeed
really to repeat life is to repeat creation, difference. By life Deleuze refers
not to what actually is, but the virtual power from which life is unfolded.
The potential that produced Shakespeare would, if it were repeated,
produce as much difference and variation as the ‘original’. And this is
because the original life was not an actuality — something that simply
was, and then had to go through time and alteration — but a ‘pre-personal
singularity’, a power of variation that is singular because it is radically
different from the stable, definable and general forms it effects. Only if
we see repetition as a pale copy or resemblance do we need to think of
the radically new as other than this already full life. If, however, we
grasp each repetition of the world’s virtual power as thoroughly new we
will recognise that univocity — one life, one being yielding infinite
difference — is also difference and futurity.

Connectives

Eternal return
Immanence
Nietzsche
Spinoza

UTOPIA

FJonathan Roffe

The term ‘utopia’ designates for Deleuze the political vocation of phil-
osophy: the attempt to bring about different ways of existing and new
contexts for our existence through the creation of concepts. The word
‘utopia’, however, has been associated with many diftferent conceptions of
political thought and action in ways that would seem antithetical to the
philosophy of Deleuze. On the one hand, there is the real naivety with
which doctrines of utopia are often propounded. On the other, as the
word itself indicates (u-topia, no-place), the idea of utopia seems to refer
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to a world totally disconnected from the real social engagements that
characterise life here and now, as if we could leap outside of our concrete
existence into a fundamentally different kind of society, free of any kind
of strife. Despite these concerns, Deleuze makes pivotal use of the
concept (while noting these potential problems), even if these uses are
few in number.

The primary location of the use of utopia in his philosophy is in What
is Philosophy?, written with Guattari. Utopia names the point of contact
between the present state of affairs and the activity of philosophy. No
ideal future is involved, but rather the view that the present can always
be negotiated with philosophically in order to bring about more freedom.
Philosophy therefore has two temporal loci: the present and the future.
While engaging with the concrete present situation as it in fact is, phil-
osophy’s aim ought to be the breaking with or resisting of the present for
the future. We can think here of Friedrich Nietzsche’s statement in his
Untimely Meditations, that philosophy acts on the present, and therefore
against it, for the benefit of a time to come. This task is undertaken by
philosophy because it is, according to Deleuze and Guattari, the creation
of concepts. Unlike many other ideas of philosophy, concepts are not to
be thought of as representations of reality, or tools for uncovering the
truth. Rather, concepts are true creations, and philosophy as the creation
of concepts makes possible new ways of existing through them. Art and
science also undertake the same creative task, but through their own
ways of thinking that do not include the concept. In the context of dis-
cussions about the creation of concepts, Deleuze often brings up the
artist Paul Klee’s claim that the audience for a work of art does not pre-
exist the artwork itself — the people are lacking, as he says — but is called
into being by it. For Deleuze, all creative thought calls for a new people
and a new earth.

So utopia is what links philosophy with its own time, but is also that
which gives it the forum for its critical political activity that has its focus in
the future (D&G 1994: 99). This conception of politics clearly does not
concern statements about the ideal nature of social existence (unlike many
the norms and values of the present. Finally, for Deleuze, we cannot claim

in advance that certain concepts will necessarily lead to a better future.
While resisting the present and opening up. the future for us, there is no
. guarantee that the world thus opened will be freer. These decisions can
only be made on the difficult path of practical, empirical learning and
careful attention.
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Connectives

Art
Concepts
Freedom

V

VAN GOGH, VINCENT (1853-90) — refer to the entry on ‘art’.

VARIATION

Fonathan Roffe

Deleuze mobilises the concept of variation in order to insist on what is
perhaps his most fundamental theme, that existence is not characterised
primarily by unities, but rather by a continual sense of movement and
change. That is, to recall the philosopher Heraclitus as Deleuze does on
occasion, being is becoming. In turn, the unities and structures that we find
in life are therefore the result of organising this fundamental movement,
and not the other way around.

Deleuze offers a number of examples for the concept of ‘variation’ in his
work, one of which is music. Music is traditionally understood on the basis
of scales that are fixed moments of pitch extracted from the whole range
of frequencies. In western music, there is also the concept of the octave that
divides sound up into repeatable scalar units. For Deleuze, we must con-
sider these structures to be secondary in relation to the movement of sound
itself, which has no intrinsic notes or scales. There is, fundamentally, only
the continuous variation of pitch —a pure movement of difference without
identity. Likewise, for Deleuze, if we examine language use, we do not find
the fixed categories of a logical grammar or innate structure. Rather, the
use of words is always shifting around, depending on the context of its use.
In A Thousand Plateaus, Deleuze and Guattari describe this as the inher-
ent variability of language. The fact that language use does not remain
fixed but is fluid is the very nature of language itself. We can also consider
the important example of space. Deleuze and Guattari offer the opposition
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between smooth and striated space. Smooth space is the type of space in
which there are no fixed points or boundaries, and in which movement is
uninhibited. In smooth space, movement is therefore continuous variation.
In contrast, striated space is structured and organised, creating fixed
points and limits between what movements can be undertaken. As a result,
there is a sense as a result that the nature and construction of certain spaces
forms one of the primary concerns of politics, since smooth space is by def-
inition the space of freedom. On a more fundamental level, nature itself for
Deleuze is continuous variation. Even animal species must be understood
in terms of a movement of life which has been structured into localised pat-
terns of stability. .

Perhaps the fundamental point with regard to variation in Deleuze’s
work comes in connection to the theme of difference-in-itself, pursued
most systematically in Difference and Repetition. Rather than seeing
difference as a difference between two things, difference must be thought
of as the continual movement of self-differing, like the continual variation
of a sound rising and lowering in pitch without stopping at notes in a scale.
In other words, difference is continuous variation. This is in contrast to the
bulk of the western tradition of philosophy since Parmenides that from the
outset postulates a primary identity. The whole of Deleuze’s thought is in
this sense based upon the primary value he gives to continuous variation.
As aresult, Deleuze’s books and concepts must also be considered accord-

ing to the principle of continuous variation. No one on its own can be con-

sidered to be definitive, but each works best when placed alongside his
other texts and concepts, that vary from each other, outlining the move-
ment of his thought rather than the doctrines that he espouses along
the way.

Connectives

Difference
Freedom
Space

VIRTUAL/VIRTUALITY

Constantin V. Boundas

In Deleuze’s ontology, the virtual and the actual are two mutually exclu-
sive, yet jointly sufficient, characterisations of the real. The actual/real are
states of affairs, bodies, bodily mixtures and individuals. The virtual/real
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are incorporeal events and singularities on a plane of consistency, belong-
ing to the pure past — the past that can never be fully present. Without
being or resembling the actual, the virtual nonetheless has the capacity to
bring about actualisation and yet the virtual never coincides or can be iden-
tified with its actualisation. Deleuze leans upon Duns Scotus when he
insists that the virtual is not a potential. Other philosophical influences for

fis concept of the virtual include Henri Bergson and his critique of the
possible, Baruch Spinoza’s idea of one substance that is differentiated in
its infinite attributes and always in the process of being further differ-
enciated in its modes, and finally Friedrich Nietzsche’s concept of the
‘eternal return’.

One way of characterising becoming is with the following schema:
virtual/realéactual/real<->virtual/real. What such a diagram points to is
that becoming is not a linear process from one actual to another; rather it
is the movement from an actualised state of affairs, through a dynamic field
of virtual/real tendencies, to the actualisation of this field in a new state of
affairs. This schema safeguards the reversible nature of virtual and actual
relations. '

Meanwhile in different contexts Deleuze has characterised the virtual as
the durée and élan vital in his studies of Bergson; as Ideas/structures and
the realm of problems in Difference and Reperition whereby the diverse
actualisations of the virtual are understood as solutions; and finally
throughout many of his texts he referred to the virtual as an event. The
variety of characterisations given the virtual by Deleuze raises the ques-
tion of how the virtual ought to be understood and the extent to which each
characterisation is complicit in the next. That the virtual is the Bergsonian
durée and élan vital stems from the basic agreement between Deleuze and
Bergson regarding the structure of temporality. Any actual present passes
only because all presents are constituted both as present and as past. In all
past presents the entire past is conserved in itself, and this includes the past
that has never been present (the virtual).

The idea of a past that has never been present (the immemorial past)
can also be found in the writings of Jacques Derrida and Emmanuel Lévinas.
The reasons for its postulation vary from one thinker to another, but there
is one thing that they have in common: any philosophy that puts a premium
on the de-actualisation of the present, in order to tap the resources of the
past or the future, runs the risk of reifying the past (as in Plato’s recollec-
tion) and the future (as in some apocalyptic eschatologies). To prevent this
reification, the notions of the immemorial past and the messianic future
(Deleuze prefers to talk of the pure past and of the eternal repetition of the
different) succeed in safeguarding the idea of a process that presupposes
non-determining tendencies. The past is called ‘pure’ in order to emphasise
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that it is the site of problems and the source of actualisations; that the realm
of solutions is limited in numbers and, unlike the virtual past, it is rich in
extention and poor in intensity; and that, occasionally, a great artist may
assist something past to reveal its real being as if in a time that has been
nobody’s present. To the extent that both Deleuze and Bergson agree durée
is not empty; rather it is an immanently differentiated dynamic process of
the real whose nature is always to actualise itself in novel differenciations.
Hence, the appropriate name ‘élan vital.

Boldly transforming Kantianism in Difference and Repetition, Deleuze
begins to identify the virtual with Ideas. An Idea, for Immanuel Kant, has
no instantiations in the empirical world, yet at the same time i must be
thought. Deleuze retains this imperative when he thinks of the virtual (for
example, the cogitandum) but he moves beyond pure Kantianism when he
multiplies Ideas by making them the gerundives of all faculties (the memo-
randum, the loquendum, and so on). The claim that Ideas are structures in
large part comes from the prevailing structuralist vocabulary Deleuze uses
throughout Difference and Repetition. In later work, Deleuze elaborates
upon this claim that Ideas are structures when he describes the nature of
the virtual in terms of a plane of consistency. Most important for Deleuze
is that the virtual is not to be understood as duplicating or resembling the
actual, nor should it be taken to mean transcendence. Simply put, prob-
lems do not resemble or represent their solutions.

Were we to understand the relationship between virtual singularities and
actual individuals in terms of resemblance or analogy, we would reduce the
notion of repetition that Deleuze advances simply to a repetition of the
same. To understand how the virtual may be characterised as an event we
need to recall Deleuze’s theory of sense, which is given in the infinitive of
verbs (a verb, unlike a noun or an adjective, is better suited for an ontology
of becoming). In their infinitival modes, verbs best introduce the untimely
nature of the virtual, and the absence of subjects or objects; yet they also
introduce the strange combination: the impassive and dynamic aspects of
multiplicities in the process of actualisation.

Connectives

Becoming

Bergson
Differentiation/Differenciation
Duration

Eternal return

Event

Spinoza
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WHOLE

Jonattan Roffe

As early as his first book, Empiricism and Subjectivity, Deleuze rejects the
idea of total unities, and works to analyse how things which are practically
speaking unified — like human beings, societies and ideas of God and the
world — come to be so.

Deleuze’s procedure for coming to grips with the thought of unity
throughout his philosophy is threefold. First of all, he maintains that there
are no pre-existent wholes. Not only does nature itself not make a whole,
but things themselves exist only one by one. They do not fit into an over-
arching structure and cannot be ‘added up’ to make a total picture of exist-
ence because everything is unique. We simply do not have any grounds for
taking the unique things which make up existence as members of a species
which could ground a unifying perspective. This point is closely connected
to Deleuze’s concept of ‘multiplicity’ that describes unique things in terms
of their own complex constitutive relations. The most substantial treat-
ment of the concept of the ‘whole’ in this sense is given in the discussion
of Stoic philosophy in The Logic of Sense.

Second, it is important to note we seem, in fact, to be surrounded by
unities of many kinds: human subjectivity, a unified and coherent basis for
thinking, the unity of natural languages, and so on. For Deleuze, these
kinds of transcendent totalities are fundamentally illusory. They are the
product of certain habitual ways of thinking common to western culture
and the metaphysical tradition Deleuze calls ‘dogmatic image of thought’.
The most significant discussion of the illusory nature of such totalities is
undertaken in Difference and Repetition.

Finally, Deleuze goes on to argue that there are, in fact, unities but that
these are produced by and in very particular social contexts. The unity of
human experience, for example, or the idea of the world as a whole, is the
very real and concrete result of the kinds of social experience that we have.
As such, produced wholes are subject to the variations in the social context
that is theirs. Their wholeness cannot be guaranteed, since it has no tran-
scendental principle of unity but only the support of the social forces of its
genesis and the maintenance of its consistency. Taken together, these three
points describe the constructivist methodology of Deleuze concerning all
unities. A totality is at once non-existent (in the transcendent, absolute:
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sense), illusory (with regard to thinking), and concretely produced in a
certain way by our social context.

At certain points, Deleuze himself seems to be advocating a kind of
primary oneness to existence, particularly concerning his thesis of
ontological univocity, or the univocity of being. In short, this is the position
that claims all existing things are within a single world — everything that
exists is ‘said’ in the same way (‘uni-vocalised’). Univocity disqualifies in
advance any thought of a transcendent ordering realm that is higher or
more pure than the world of events. Ontological univocity is closely related
to the thesis of monism that claims there is a single substance from which
individual things are formed. Whilst this emphasis in Deleuze’s work
involves a certain thought of unity, we cannot consider him to be a ‘holist’
in any direct sense. Univocity must be understood rather as the emphasis
on the common world of relations for everything that exists — a certain
thought of general interconnectedness and proximity that would allow us
to consider Deleuze’s ontology as a kind of ecology of being. As he states
in Empiricism and Subjectivity, nature is unique — but this does not mean
that it is unified.

Connectives

Multiplicity
Singularity

WILL TO POWER

Lee Spinks

Friedrich Nietzsche’s famous formulation of the ‘Will to Power’ represents
the culmination of his attempt to develop an immanent and inhuman vision
of life. Its image of existence as a ceaseless struggle for power and domin-
ion is ‘inhuman’ because it claims that 4// life, not just human life, is united
by a common striving for power. The conception of the Will to Power also
afforded Nietzsche the opportunity to overcome the ‘metaphysical’ distinc-
tion between being and becoming or appearance and reality by conceiving
of a principle of life immanent and interior to life rather than elevated above
and beyond it 1n the form of transcendental reason. According to this prin-
ciple, the whole of life is a single field of forces expressing an inhuman Will
to Power that produces forms such as consciousness, language and moral
1deas as secondary and reactive effects. The entire genesis and development
of life is determined by the conflict between the will to the accumulation of
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force and everything that resists subordination to stronger will. Life at a
primordial level ‘is’ this struggle between appropriation and resistance; the
issue at stake in every event of life is the quantity of superior power it
expresses and the quantity of resistance that opposes it.

The Will to Power is the genealogical element of force: it is both an
expression of the constitutive conflict between forces and the differential
element internal to force itself. Will to Power is internal to force because it
interprets relative levels of force by establishing the extent to which one has
successfully incorporated another into its domain. ‘Force’ in this sense is
defined by the quantitative difference that obtains between different forces;
we know this quantitative difference as a force’s quality. The Will to Power,
Deleuze emphasises, should be understood as the principle of the synthe-
sis of forces: it names the element that establishes the quantitative
difference between forces and the element of quality that this difference
expresses. Within this synthesis, forces contend continually over the
differential relation that defines them; the eternal return is therefore the
mode of synthesis that expresses the genetic and differential element of the
Will to Power.

The vision of life as Will to Power reveals that there is no other form of
causality than the movement of domination between one will and another.
‘Will” must therefore be rigorously detached from anthropomorphic psy-
chological categories like ‘desiring’ and ‘demanding’ which posit an idea or
subjectivity behind and before the expression of forces. The Will to Power
is not a secondary effect of force nor is it separable from a determined con-
figuration of forces. Yet if Will to Power cannot be separated from force
neither should it be confused with force. The concept of ‘force’ names what
is triumphant in the struggle between forces; but the outcome of this strug-
gle remains perpetually indeterminate unless another element is intro-
duced to gauge the quantitative difference between forces that determines
their relative difference in quality. It is this element that Nietzsche and
Deleuze describe as the Will to Power. The Will to Power is therefore both
the genetic and differential element of force: the element that produces the
quality accorded to each force within a particular relation.

Because the Will to Power determines the relation between forces, it
divides force into its active and reactive components. The difference
between a dominant and dominated force is determined by a quantitative
difference; the distinction between active and reactive forces manifests
a difference in quality. The quantitative difference between forces is
expressed by their relative difference in quality. The distinction between
qualities of force is defined by the terms ‘active’ and ‘reactive’; but the con-
stitutive quality of the Will to Power that determines force is expressed by
the distinction between affirmative and negative quality. Affirmation and
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negation go beyond action and reaction because they are interior to the
movement of becoming itself. Affirmation is the power to become other;
negation is the process of becoming-reactive. These powers are interior to
action and reaction and bring these qualities into being. What is at stake in
the distinction between affirmation and negation and action and reaction
is nothing less than the distinction between interpretation and evaluation.
Interpretation, Deleuze points out, determines the relation of forces;
evaluation determines the Will to Power that confers value upon a thing.
It is the element of Will to Power that determines the nature of values; the
value of a value is established by the quality of Will to Power that it
expresses. The value of value inheres in this differential element; conse-
quently genealogical and immanent critique seeks to establish the quality
of Will to Power at the origin of every evaluative gesture.

Connectives

Active/Reactive
Nietzsche

WOMAN

Rosi Braidott:

Like all formations of identity in Deleuze’s thought, ‘woman’ is a molar
entity that pertains to and sustains the political economy of a majority.
However, in a much broader phallogocentric historical system ‘woman’ is
also positioned as ‘other’. Deleuze shows great sensitivity in his treatment
of ‘woman’ neither casting her as the mistress of alterity, nor fetishising her
as the privileged object of masculine desire. Rather Deleuze avoids the
tropes common to philosophical discourse on the feminine, choosing to
remain polymorphous on the topic of sexuality, all the while performing
a double displacement at the level of both Platonic theories of representa-
tion and psychoanalytic theories of desire.

Deleuze rejects the speculative self/other relationship of dialectics and
argues instead that these terms are not linked by negation, but are two
positively different systems each with its specific mode of activity. Thus
‘woman’ is not the sexualised ‘second sex’ of the phallic system, but a posi-
tive term: as the other, she is a matrix of becoming. Deleuze also
rejects the psychoanalytic emphasis on negativity (lack) and the equation of
bodily materiality with the originary site of the maternal. Instead of the
régime of the phallus and of its specular other — woman — Deleuze prefers
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heterogeneous multiplicities and internal differentiation. In this sense he
empowers ‘woman’ through positive figurations such as the non-Oedipal
little girl of Alice in Wonderland, who has not yet been dispossessed of her
body by the phallic law of the father; or in the equally empowered position
of Ariadne, the philosopher’s fiancée who expresses the feminine face of phi-
losophy and is also the source of ethical transmutation, turning negative or
reactive values into affirmative ones. Transcending the negative passions
that the Oedipalising economy of the phallus induces is in effect a Deleuzian
engine of the transformation, what Deleuze otherwise calls ‘becoming’.

The role of ‘woman’ in Deleuze’s theory of becoming is noteworthy.
‘Becoming’ is the actualisation of the immanent encounter between forces
which are apt mutually to affect and exchange parts of each other in a cre-
ative and empathic manner. The notion of ‘forces’ accomplishes a double
aim, which is central to Deleuze’s emphasis on radical immanence: on the
one hand it gives priority to affectivity in his theory of the subject; and on
the other, it emphasises the embodied structure of the subject and the spe-
cific temporality of the embodied human. A force is a degree of affectivity
or of intensity, in that it is open and receptive to encountering other affects.
The transformation that occurs in the process of becoming asserts the
affirmative, joyful affects over and above the negative ones.

Woman not only can enact processes of becoming-minoritarian but also,
especially for Guattari, constitutes the main bloc of becoming for all
processes of deterritorialisation. ‘Becoming-woman’ is both integral to the
concept and process of becoming and also uncomfortably written into it as a
constitutive paradox of Deleuze’s nomadic subjectivity. The woman in ques-
tion here is not an empirical referent, but rather a topological position, which
marks degrees and levels of intensity and affective states. It expresses imper-
sonal and ungendered forces; and, as is to be expected, this has generated a
lively and often critical debate with feminist poststructuralist philosophers,

Moreover, ‘becoming-woman’ is a moment, a passage, a line of flight
which bypasses empirical women per se. Processes of becoming are not
predicated upon a stable, centralised ‘self” who supervises their unfolding.
Rather, they rest on a non-unitary, multilayered, dynamic subject.
Becoming woman/animal/insect is an affect that flows; like writing it is a
composition, or a location that needs to be constructed in the encounter
with others. All becomings are minoritarian, that is to say they inevitably
and necessarily move into the direction of the ‘others’ of classical dualism
(such as sexualised, racialised and/or naturalised ‘others’). Yet becomings
do not stop there; they become displaced and are reterritorialised in the
process. Thus, ‘becoming-woman’ marks the threshold of patterns of
‘becoming-minoritarian’ that cross through the animal and go into the
‘becoming-imperceptible’ and beyond. There are no systematic, linear or
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teleological stages of becoming; each plateau marks a framed and sustain-
able block or moment of transformation that is actualised immanently.

Alternatively, patterns of becoming can be visualised as an affirmative
deconstruction of dominant subject-positions (masculine/white/hetero-
sexual/speaking a standard language/property-owning/urbanised and so
on). Or else, becomings can be understood as stepping stones to a complex
and open-ended process of depersonalisation of the subject. Internally
self-contradictory, becoming can best be expressed by figurations: the wasp
and the orchid; the woman and the turning of the waves; the sound and the
fury, signifying nothing. In this way, the process of becoming is not about
signification, but about actualising new modes of affective interaction: it
asserts the potency of expression. Expression is the non-linguistically
coded affirmation of an affectivity whose degree, speed, extension and
intensity can only be measured materially and pragmatically, case by case.
And it is therefore interesting to note that women are not & priori molecu-
lar; they too have to become woman.

Connectives

Becoming
Expression
Force

Lines of flight
Molar
Psychoanalysis

WOOLF, VIRGINIA (1882-1941)

Claire Colebrook

One of the challenges Deleuze presents to late twentieth-century philo-
sophy and theory is his critique of linguisticism, or the idea that we can
only think within a language and that language structures our perception.
His idea that true thinking must plunge back into the life from which lan-
guage emerges, rather than remain within a language, is profoundly mod-

ernist and continues an early twentieth-century concern with the genesis -

of systems of signs. Although Deleuze writes positively about a series of
modernist writers and artists, including James Joyce, his and Guattari’s
celebration of Virginia Woolf in A Thousand Plateaus is significant for two
reasons. First, Woolf’s own work is contemporaneous with Henri Bergson
who was so important for Deleuze. It is possible that Woolf’s concern with
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pre-linguistic perception may well have emerged from the same
intellectual milieu to which Deleuze appeals. Woolf’s Bloomsbury circle
was concerned with the autonomy of the aesthetic and its difference from
the fixed categories of logic. Bergson’s appeal to the undivided flow of cre-
ative life from which fixed terms emerge was part of a broader modernist
reaction against reification, intellectualism and technological rationalisa-
tion of which Woolf’s style is perhaps the greatest expression. Second, the
most explicit appeal made by Deleuze and Guattari to Woolf is in the
‘becoming-woman’ section of A Thousand Plateaus.

If modernism in general shares the Bergsonian distaste for a world
reduced to clock time, mathematical space and impoverished experience,
Virginia Woolf’s response is uniquely positive and affirmative. Unlike
other modernists who used techniques such as the fragmentation of lan-
guage, quotation, allusion, punning and parataxis — linguistic techniques —
to show signs operating as machines beyond human intent, Woolf used lit-
erature to think and express the extra-literary. This is perhaps why, when
Deleuze and Guattari want to think about becoming, they turn to
becoming-woman and Virginia Woolf.

Whereas ‘man’ is the presupposed universal subject of the system of
speech and the being to whom all becoming is represented, woman is the
key to all becomings. Woman is not the Other of man, not that which lies
outside language as unrepresentable, negative and undifferentiated. If we
want to think the life, becoming or perceptions from which the subject
emerges then we need to move beyond ‘man’ as subject or ground to
woman as becoming, expression and creation. Woolf is crucial here not
because she is a woman writer, expressing women’s experience in language
(for she argues in A Room of One’s Own (1929) that it is fatal, when writing,
to think of one’s sex). Rather, Woolf’s style is becoming-woman.

On the one hand, Woolf’s writing is about perception; her sentences in
The Waves (1931) create characters who are their perceptions, and whose
world is not a set of static objects so much as a perception of others’ worlds.
Characters receive impressions not as extended objects in time but as
intensities or becoming, ‘blocks of becoming’. On the other hand, Woolf’s
work is not just about perception and a world of impressions; she also
enacts becoming and intensity at the level of style, with many of her sen-
tences complicating and subverting the subject-predicate structure of
standard speech and logic.

Connectives

Becoming
Bergson
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Power
Woman
Writing

WRITING

Rosi Braidott:

Deleuze’s philosophical monism makes no categorical difference between
thinking and creating, painting and writing, concept and percept. These
are all variations of experimentation, more specifically, an experimentation
with intensities that foster patterns of becoming. Experimentation
expresses different topological modes; they enact a creative process that is
not configured by unfolding a fixed essence or felos. Creativity is under-
stood as a multiple and complex process of transformation, otherwise the
flux of becoming. Put simply, creativity affirms the positive structure of
difference.

Writing then, is not the self-assertion of a rationally ordained imagina-
tive subject, rather its eviction. It has to do with emptying out the self|
opening it up to possible encounters with a number of affective outsides.
The writer’s eve captures the outside world by becoming receptive to
minute and seemingly irrelevant perceptions. During such moments of
floating awareness, when rational control releases its hold, ‘reality’ vigor-
ously rushes through the sensorial/perceptive apparatus. This onslaught
of data, information and affectivity simultaneously propels the self out of
the black hole of its atomised isolation, dispersing it into a myriad of data-
imprints. Ambushed, the self not only receives affects, it concomitantly
recomposes itself around them. A rhizomic bond is thus established that,
through the singular geometry of the affects involved and their specific
plane of composition, confirms the singularity of the subject produced on
a particular plane of immanence.

One needs to be able to sustain the impact of affectivity: to ‘hold’ it. But
holding or capturing affectivity does not happen dialectically within a
dominant mode of consciousness. Instead, it takes the form of an affective,
depersonalised, highly receptive subject which quite simply is not unified.
The singularity of this rhizomic subjectivity rests on the spatio-temporal
coordinates that make it coincide with nothing more than the degrees,
levels, expansions and extensions of the ‘outside’ as it rushes head-on,
moving inwards and outwards. What are mobilised are one’s capacities to
feel, sense, process and sustain the impact in conjunction with the complex
materiality of the outside; a sort of fluid but self-sustaining sensibility, or
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stream-of-consciousness that is porous to the outside. Our culture has
tended to code this as ‘feminine’. Pure creativity is an aesthetic mode of
absolute immersion along with the unfolding and enfolding of one’s sens-
ibility in the field of forces one inhabits — music, colour, light, speed, tem-
perature and intensity.

Because of the historical bond that ties writing to régimes of power, the
activity of writing plays a special pragmatic role; it is a tool that can be used
to decode the despotic power of the linguistic signifier. In this way, the
intensive writing style particular to Deleuze spells the end of the linguis-
tic turn, as he releases the subject from the cage of representational think-
ing. Writing is therefore, not explained with reference to psychoanalytic
theories of symbolic ‘lack’, or reduced to an economy of guilt, nor is it the
linguistic power of the master signifier. Writing is an intensive approach
that stresses the productive, more than the regressive. Put differently,
Deleuze insists writing is the structure of affectivity that animates the
subject. At the heart of Deleuze’s rhizomatics is a positive reading of the
human as affirmative, a pleasure-prone machine capable of all kinds of
empowering forces. It is just a question of establishing the most positive or
even joyful connections and resonances.

For Deleuze what is at stake in writing is not the manipulation of a set
of linguistic or narrative conventions; nor is it the cognitive penetration of
an object; nor even the appropriation of a theme. Writing is an orientation;
it is the skill that consists in developing a compass of the cognitive, affect-
ive and ethical kind. It is quite simply an apprenticeship in the art of con-
ceptual and perceptual colouring.

A new image, or philosophical concept, is an affect that breaks through
established frames and representations. It illuminates a territory through
the orientation of its coordinates; it makes visible/thinkable/sayable/hear-
able forces, passions and affects that were previously unperceived. Thus,
the question of creation is ultimately technological: it is one of ‘how?’. It
is also geological: it is about ‘where?’ and ‘in which territory?’. Ultimately,
it is ethical: it is concerned with where limits can be set and how to sustain
altered states or processes of change.

Connectives

Black hole

Creative transformation
Difference

Immanence

Power

Representation
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